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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EsTABLISHED 1853, 
Capital ... ese ren oes eee - £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... ni «.. £208,130 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Offices. 
W. OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED, 





FULLY SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - ~-  £32,000,000 
PAID-UPANDONCALL = - = - — £200,000 
RESERVES - - - = - = = £180,000 


FmeLity GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE, TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 


HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


THE COLONIAL COLLEGE AND 
TRAINING FARMS, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 











Full information from the Drrector at above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrey Jounson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
X IMPORTANT TO S8SOLICIIORS xX 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - . . - - £ 3,900,000 


INCOME - + = =+ = £467,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS (1901) - £ 1,663,159 
- £133900,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE . 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 


Wirnovr Prorits. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age 
| 20 | £17 8°, 


Premium ‘Age | Premium | Age | Premium 


30 | £116 *%/,| 40 | £2 10%, 








£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last resulte. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 


| 10 yrs. | 


20 yrs. | 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
“Amount of Policy | £1,199 | 1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 | 


Duration 





Full information on application to 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue scaEME, which we published last week, for the sitting by 
each of the six Masters of the King’s Bench Division in his own 
room on one day of the week to decide questions of practice, 
ex parte applications and general business, is probably only 
tentative, but it seems likely that the plan will prove successful, 
and will ultimately be made permanent. Most of the present 
Masters are very well equipped for establishing a satisfactory and 
uniform practice as to the matters of doubt which are frequently 
cropping up. What we should like to see is some record of 
their decisions on new points which could be circulated for the 
information of the profession. 





Tue Arpzat lists for the Trinity Sittings shew but a slight 
diminution in the number of — There were 427 at the 
sommencement of the Easter Sittings, and there are now 395, 
rather more than a year ago, when there were 388 appeals. 
How long this state of affairs is to continue we know not; 
but we may observe that, while the Lord Chancellor is 
anxiously endeavouring to force on unwilling landowners his 
discredited system of compulsory registration of title, he is 
apparently entirely oblivious to the extreme inconvenience 
occasioned by the arrears in the Court of Appeal. But then, 
you see, inconvenience, delay, and expense are of no moment 
with regard to compulsory registration, and why should they be 
of any importance with regard to the business of the Court of 
Appeal? 





Tue Courr of Appeal can hardly be blamed for slow trans- 
action of business during the concluding weeks of the Easter 
Sittings. Taking the ‘record of business” given in the 
Weekly Notes for the last three weeks of those sittings, it will 
be found that 27 appeals was about the average weekly ‘ out- 
put” of the two divisions, giving over 13 appeals as disposed 
of by each division in the week of 5} days. 





Tux Cuancery Division lists remain at about the same figure 
as at the commencement of the Easter Sittings. There were 236 
causes and matters then, and there are 234 now. It must be 
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become pretty generally known, a rapid influx of business from 
suitors who appreciate speedy and careful justice is to be looked 
for; and we have little doubt that the condition of the lists is 
to be accounted for in this way. There are 35 company matters 
before Bucxtzy and Brrvz, JJ. 





Tur Krna’s Bench Division lists shew a considerable reduc- 
tion since the commencement of the Easter Sittings. There 
were then 875 causes, and there are now 648 causes, including 
15 appeals in bankruptcy. There were 636 a year ago. The 
most remarkable feature of these lists during recent sittings has 
been the steady decline in ths number of actions for trial with- 
out juries. There are now, as we mentioned last week, only 121, 
while a year ago they numbered 162. 





Tue stRaNcE Humbert-Crawford case, which is now absorbing 
the attention of the French police, seems to shew that the prac- 
tice with regard to bankers’ advances and to the custody of the 
property of testators is very different in France from that which 

revails in this country. Upon an application in this case to a 
pm bank for an advance, it was stated that a suit was 
pending in the French courts to decide which of two wills must 
prevail, and that in the meantime the property of the testator, 
consisting of negotiable securities of the value of several 
millions sterling, was in the custody of the person seeking the 
advance, though the seals of the court had been affixed to it. 
No formal inventory of these securities appears to have been 
taken, but apparently on the mere assertion of the litigants 
that the box contained the securities in question, immense 
advances were made by different French banks to a lady 
who claimed under one of the wills. The English 
bank refused to make any advance, and we should have 
been much surprised if they had acted differently. Even 
if the alleged fund had been in existence and had been paid 
into court or placed in the custody of a-receiver, experience has 
shewn that it is contrary to all the sound principles of banking 
to finance one of the parties to a law-suit. In a case some years 
ago, one of the London banks, after much pressure, made an 
advance to a customer on the security of money due to him 
under a decree in a Chancery suit. At the last moment an 
appeal was brought against the decree, which was reversed, so 
that the security became worthless. In the French case the 
securities were not in the custody of the law as we understand it 
in England. Merely affixing the seals of the court to a box, 
without taking an inventory of what is within, is like the act of 
the shipmaster who signs a bill of lading ‘‘ weight and contents 
unknown.” We may possibly, as the case proceede, hear of 
something which may to some extent explain this extraordinary 
lack of caution. 





YorksHIrEMEN, like Scotchmen, have a constitutional dislike to 
see *‘ saxpence go bang ” over a series of ceremonial observances 
which are not likely to bring any benefit to the owner of the 
‘‘ saxpence,” and are certain to occasion delay and expense when 
he wants to dispose of his landed property. The Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies recently convened a meeting to hear an 
exposition by Mr. Runinsrzin of the system of compulsory 
registration of title, and very prudently invited the attendance, 
not only of lawyers, but also membersof public bodies, town clerks, 
and presidents of chambers of commerce throughout the county. 
A large and representative meeting was the result, and after 
hearing what Mr. Runinsrern had to say, the Yorkshiremen, 
after their usual fashion of taking nothiaog for granted, ‘‘ heckled” 
him in a manner which would have done credit to a Scotch 
election meeting. They apparently found it difficult to under- 
stand why the Lord Chanceller should desire to inflict on other 
counties the burdens under which the London landowners are 
groaning, or why such a shrewd and clever man should ever 
have taken up this singular scheme. Mr. Rvstnsrein’s 
explanations were so convincing that a resolution was pro- 

by Mr. Gorpon, an alderman and ex-mayor of the 
city of Leeds, and the leader of the local Conservative party, and 
was carried unanimously, declaring that ‘‘ as it has not yet been 
definitely ascertained whether the matter of registration of title 





under the Land Transfer Act has been a success or a failure, this 
meeting deems it highly inexpedient that any further area should 
be subjected to the operation of these Acts until some competent 
authority, after holding a sufficiently full and independent 
inquiry, shall report in favour of such a course.” This 
expression of the views of a representative meeting of 
Yorkshiremen ought to have some weight with the Lord 
Chancellor; but we must wara our Yorkshire friends that it 
is not likely to receive the least consideration, and that the only 
mode of producing any effect on the powers that be is through 
the agency of the Conservative associations throughout the 
county. It is to be hoped, in the meantime, that a report of 
the meeting will be forwarded to every county councillor in 
Yorkshire. 





| Ir micutT reasonably be supposed that the law would afford 
an effective remedy to a taxpayer or a ratepayer who discovers 
that he has paid more than was legally due from him. But his 
remedy is not always clearly defined. The general rule of law 
is that money paid under a mistake of fact may be recovered 
back, though the party paying had at the time the means of 
knowledge, or had once had such knowledge but had forgotten 
the facts at the time of payment. And there is nothing to 
prevent an action to recover the money from being brought 
within six years after the date of the payment, though the 
delay would require explanation. But in the case of the Income 
Tax Acts, no claim for repayment of duty is allowed unless it 
is made within three years next after the end of the year of 
assessment to which the same relates. If the claim is rajected, 
_ the claimant has to proceed by petition of right instead of the 
more familiar proceeding of an action at law. The Crown, on 
‘the other hand, has a summary remedy to recover the amount 
of any duty which has been assessed, and does not appear to be 
‘subject to the Statutes of Limitation. In the case of rates 
claimed under the Poor Law and other statutes, there is great 
difficulty in obtaining the return of money paid on account of 
an assessment which is afterwards shewn to be illegal or 
excessive. There is no express provision for refunding in the 
Acts, and payments under a rate which has been quashed as 
void can only be claimed to be taken on account of the 
next effective rate. In recent cases, where the occupier 
was liable under the Public Health Act, 1875, to ba 
rated to the general district rate in the proportion of one 
fourth part only of the not annual value of the property, he was 
assessed, and paid the rate, on the full annual value. And the 
point was taken that the loéal authority, having received the 
money under a mistake, not of fact, but of law, were not liable 
to refund it. Without wishing to suggest anything which 
might promote idle and vexatious claims against taxing 
authorities, we think that where it is clear, as between =en 
and man, that the person who has made a payment is entitled 
to a return of the money, some effective machinery should be 
provided for the purpose of affording him relief. 


We print elsewhere a letter raising a question as to liability 
of an agreement to stamp duty when it is executed by a 
company under seal, although by an individual it would require 
to be under hand on!y, and is in fact executed under hand by 
the other pirly. If both parties execute the same document, wa 
take it to be clear that the execution by one party under eal 
withdraws the instrument from the category of an “ agreement 
under hand only ” and makes it liable to the 10s. stamp, and this 
we understand, our correspondents would not contest. And if a 
duplicate were required, since this would be executed by both 
parties in the same way, it would be stamped with 5s., just as 
though it were the duplicate of a deed. But, in the case 
put by our correspondents, the agreement is engrossed in 
two parts, and then one is executed under seal by the 
company, and one is signed by the other party. It is contended 
that, while the one executed by the company must bear 10s. 
that signed by the other party is an agreement under hand only 
which is sufficiently stamped with 64. We must confess, with 
regret, that we think the Somersot House authorities were 
justified in refusing te take this view. As a matter of sub- 





stance, the one document was a counterpart of the other, and 
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since the part executed by the company was bound to incur a 
stamp of 10s., the other part was liable, on the footing of being 
a counterpart, to a stamp of 5s. And on the words of the 
schedule to the Stamp Act, the result seems to be the same. 
It is difficult to describe the part signed by the in- 
dividual as being “an agreement under hand only.” 
An agreement assumes that there are two parties, and 
although there may, of course, be a good agreement where 
only one party binds himself in writing ; yet where both parties 
have done this by executing separate documents, the two 
together then form the complete agreement, and it is hardly 
feasible to speak of one part as an agreement under hand 
only, when it is but the complement of an agreement of which 
the other part is under seal. There is also, in the view taken 
by our correspondents, the anomaly that two parts of the same 
agreement would fall under distinct heads for purposes of stamp 


duty. 


Tax RECENT decision of Kexewron, J., in Van Praaghv. Everidge 
(W. N. 1902, 103), is of considerable importance. In that case 
the defendant, who was rather deaf, attended a sale by auction, 
and bid for a property at Hampstead under the impression that 
he was bidding for another lot which consisted of a property at 
Ashstead. The Hampstead property was knocked down to the 
defendant, who, on discovering his mistake, at once repudiated 
the transaction and refused to signa contract. Kerxewicn, J., 

ranted specific performance against the defendant, on the 
ground that it was a case of unilateral mistake which had 
not been contributed to by the plaintiff, but the learned 
judge seems to have admitted that his judgment was in- 
consistent with the decision of Lord Lanapate in Maline v. 
Freeman (2 Keen. 25), approved by Lord Romitty in Swaisland 
v. Dearsley (29 Beav. 434). Kexewicn, J., relied on the 
statement in paragraph 765 of Fry on Specific Performance, 
but it is submitted that this passage has really no application, 
for Sir Epwarp Fry is there dealing with unilateral mistake 
in the construction of a written contract. The principle is 
well established that it is no defence to say that, though the 
defendant understood what the words of the agreement were, 
he was under a mistake as to their /egal effect, unless, of course, 
such mistake was induced by the plaintiff: see Powell v. Smith 
(L. R. 14 Eq. 85), Stewart v. Kennedy (15 A. CO. 108), Wilding 
v. Sanderson (1897, 2 Ch. 534), Again, it is not, as a rule, 





‘a good defence that the defendant was under some mis- 


apprehension as to the value, nature, or extent of the property 
sold, unless such mistake was contributed to by the plaintiff : 
Tamplin vy. James (15 Ch. D. 215). But it seems question- 
able how far this last mentioned principle applies when 
there is a mistake im fofo as to the subject-matter of the 
eontract, which in Scotch law is known as an ‘“‘error in sub- 
stantials”—eg., where a person agrees to purchase Whiteacre 
under the mistaken belief that he is agreeing to purchase 
Blackacre. In Stewart v. Kennedy (1897, 2 Ch., at p. 550) Linpiey, 
LJ., said: “A mistake as to the meaning of the words used 
may be accompanied by another mistake as to the subject- 
matter dealt with by the contract; and if the parties are not ad 
idem as to the subject-matter about which they were negotiating, 
there isno real agreement between them.’ The learned judge 
then refers to Hickman v. Berens (1895, 2 Ch. 638) (in which 
Kexewicn, J., was reversed by the Court of Appeal) as a recent 
illustration of this principle. Applying this principle, it is 
difficult to see how it can be said that the parties were ad tdem 
in the case of Van Praugh v. Everidge, and if it be clear that 
there is no consensus, what may have been written or said 
bee-mes immaterial. 





THERE ARE many reported cases upon the liability of au 
employer for false imprisonment by his servant. The latest of 
such cases is Line v. The Royal Society fur the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals, tried before Watron, J., this week. It 
appears from the reported evidence that an inspector of the 
society had given the plaintiff into custody on an absolutely 
unfounded charge of cruelty to a horse. The constable 
took the plaintiff to the police station, where he was charged by 
the society’s inspector, but the officer on duty refused to take the 





charge, and the society did not attempt to justify the imprison- 
ment. They relied, however, upon the defence that their servant, 
the inspector, was not acting within the scope of his authority. 
Now, cruelty to animals is not a felony, and therefore a person 
can only be arrested for the offence under the powers given by 
statute. These are contained in section 13 of the Cruelty to 
Animals Act, 1849, from which it appears that a constable only 
may arrest an offender, but that he may do so, either upon his 
own view of the cruelty, or upon the information of any other 
person who gives his name and address. If, however, he acts 
upon the information of another, it has been held that he must 
first satisfy himself, by seeing the animal or otherwise, that 
cruelty has been committed. No other person than a constable 
may arrest, though anyone may make a complaint to a constable 
of what he has seen. To give a man into custody, however, is 
far more than making a complaint, and amounts to imprison- 
ment. Hence the inspector had acted outside any power 
given to him or his employers by statute. It was proved, 
however, that the society advised their inspectors “in flagrant 
cases’ to give ‘‘the offender into the custody of a policeman.” 
The learned judge, therefore, held that the inspector had acted 
within the scope of his authority as defined by his employers, 
and that, therefore, they were liable in damages. They 
evidently left it to his discretion to determine what was a 
flagrant case, and they were answerable for the misuse of that 
discretion, even though they had no right to give it to him 
at all. 





THE Law seems to be clear as to the liability of employers 
in such circumstances, where, as in the recent case, an express 
authority can be proved. Where, however, a plaintiff seeks to 
shew that in arresting him the servant was acting under the 
implied authority of the defendant, the matter becomes more 
difficult. Most of the cases on the subject have been against rail- 
way companies. It seems to be well established that wherever a 
company has power to arrest for certain offences, a servant en- 
trusted with supervision who, without express authority, 
arrests a person whom he accuses of some one of those 
offences, is presumed to be acting within the scope of his autho- 
ity; and the company is answerable for his mistake or want of 
discretion. But there is no implication of authority where the 
servant arrests in a case where the poe, Toone has no power 
toarrest. Thus in Goff v. Great Northern Railway Co. (30 L. J. 
Q. B. 148) the plaintiff was arrested by a porter, by the orders 
of a superintendent, on an unfounded charge of travelling 
without a ticket and with intent to avoid payment. 
It was held that the company was liable, as it must be pre- 
sumed that all officers in authority on a railway have power 
to determine whether a person shall be arrested for fraud on 
thecompany. In this case, if the charge had been well founded, 
the company had power to arrest. But it is different where the 
company has no power to arrest. Thus in Poulton v. London and 
South-Western Railway Co, (I.. R. 2 Q. B. 534) a station-master 
arrested the plaintiff for refusing to pay for the carriage of a 
horse in charge of which he was travelling. This the com- 
pany had no power to do; and it was held that no 
authority could be implied to the station-master, and 
that the company were not liable. Again, in Walker 
v. South-Eastern Railway Co. (lL. R. 5 O,. P. 640) the 
plaintiff had been arrested by a constable in the company’s 
service some time after the conclusion of a scuffle on the com- 
pany’s premises. The constable was expresely authorized to in- 
terfere in any fight in order to stop it. It was held that he had 
exceeded his authority by arresting the plaintiff after the fight 
was over, and that the company was notliable. When authority 
is implied evidence may be given rebutting presumption. But 
wherever the servant of a company is found exercising authority 
which the company might properly entrust to him, he will be 
presumed to be acting within the scope of his authority, in the 
absence of strong evidence to the contrary. In such cases the 
company is responsible for the mistakes of their servant. 





In THE introduction which Master Macpongtt has ora to 
the Civil Judicial Statistics for 1900, which have just been pub- 
lished, he speaks of the figures for the five years then ended as 
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telling of ‘‘fixed habits, stability, and routine in regard to 
litigation.”” In 1896 thera was one case begun for every 
25, and one case heard for every 75 inhabitants. In 1900 the 
proportions were much the same, But it is to be remembered 
that the figures by which he reckons include county court cases, 
which are in number far in excess of all other kinds of litiga- 
tion. The proceedings begun in the Chancery Division in 1900 
were 7,495, a decrease of 182 on 1899; and in the King’s Bench 
Division 74,742, an increase of 3,677. The number of actions 
heard in the two divisions in 1900 are entered respectively as 
970 and 3,595, the former figure shewing an advance of 81 on the 
previous year, the latter being practically stationary, The 
county courts shew a much higher proportion of work done to 
proceedings begun, the number of proceedings begun being, for 
1900, 1,195,530, and actions heard, 421,814. Neither figure 
shews any substantial variation from those of the preceding 
year. 





Somz INTERESTING particulars are given by Master 
MacponE.t with reference to costs in the Privy Council and 
the House of Lords. The costs in the former tribunal are, he 
says, by no means so high as is generally alleged ; instead of 
being as much as £500, a figure often named in discussions on 
the subject, the average costs, even as brought in, were only 
about half as much. A table is given shewing, with respect to 
all bills of costs taxed during the year, the amount brought in, 
the amount allowed, and the percentage taxed off. The 
total of all bills was £24,489 brought in and £20,573 allowed, 
the percentage taxed off being 16. The average of the 
bills was—amount brought in £266; allowed £224. In 
the House of Lords the costs were considerably heavier. 
The total of bills brought in was £28,949; allowed £20,535; 
the percentage taxed off being 29. The average for each bill 
was £499 brought in and £354 allowed. Master Macponett 
states that he is informed that the amount of the costs of House of 
Lords appeals is due chiefly to the brief fees allowed to counsel. 
In one bill where the amount brought in was £2,336, a sum of 
£1,360 was charged for brief fees to two counsel, and was 
reduced to £1,000 on taxation. The hearing occupied eleven 
days. From these figures it is a great drop to the costs of work- 
men’s compensation cases in the Court of Appeal, which Master 
MacponEtt puts at an average for £50 for each party. In two 
cases which were before him the amounts were £48 and £46 as 
brought in, and £44 and £37 as allowed. 





A Taste has also been prepared by Master Macpongtt with 
a view to shewing the effect of the summons fur directions in 
reducing the number of applications in the King’s Bench 
Division. By 1900 the system had been in operation for three 
years, and a comparison of the proportion of summonses to writs 
for those three years with the previous years shews that under 
the former practice there was for the threo yeara an annual 
average of 43,082 summonses in chambers to 68,278 writs, or a 
proportion of 63°10 per cent., and for the three years from 1898 to 
1900 an annual average of 42,445 summonses to 70,707 writs, or 
a proportion of 60°03 per cent, The decrease of summonses would 
seem, therefore, to be about 3 per cent., no very great result of 
a change which was intended to be revolutionary. The figures 
of a further table dealing with the division of actions between 
special end common juries and a judge alone do not, says 
Master MacponeE tt, ‘‘confirm the impression that trial by jury is 
on the decline; but they shew the growing preference for spec‘al 
juries, obtained generally at the request of defendante,” 





In THE RECENT case of Economic Life Assurance Society v. 
Usborne (1902, A. C. 147) the House of Lords have rejected the 
argument that a judgment on a covenant in a mortgage deed 
merged the mortgage debt in the jadgment for all purposes, so 
that from the date of the judgment interest would run as against 
the mortgaged property at the rate of 4 per cent. as 
cn @ judgment, and not at the rate of 5 per cent. as provided by 
the mortgage deed. Most lawyers would think that the point 
was incapable of argument, and Lord Davey expressed his 
surprise that such a question could possibly be raised in any court. 
There have, indeed, been various cases in which the covenant has 








been held, as in Ev parte Fewings (32 W. R. 352, 25 Ch. D, 
$38), to be merged in the judgment, so as to restrict the mort- 
gagee to 4 per cent. interest ; but these, as Lord Davey shewed 
in detail, were cases in which the mortgagee was prosecutin 
his personal remedy against the mortgagor, and as regards su¢ 
personal remedies they may well be merged in the judgment, 
although the mortgagee is not thereby deprived of his right 
against the security. Moreover, although the covenant for 
payment of the principal money may be merged in the judg. 
ment, the covenant for payment of interest after default will 
still operate so as, upon the construction of the whole deed, to 
give the mortgagee the right to retain his security till he has 
been paid interest at the agreed rate. Such, accordingly, was 
the effect of the decision of the House of Lords. 








ON TITLE TO LEASES GRANTED UNDER THE 
SETTLED LAND ACTS, 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Handman and Wileox’s 
Contract (1902, 1 Ch. 599) furnishes an instructive illustration 
of the difficulties which may arise upon dealings with a lease 
which purports io have besn granted under the Settled Land 
Acts. In 1891 a building lease of vacant land at Ealing was 
granted by Haynes, a tenant for life, under the powers of the Act 
of 1882, to Nye for a term of ninety-nine years at a rent of £4, 
and the lessee covenanted, within the space of six months from 
the date of the lease, to erect certain buildings at a cost of £200, 
This covenant was not performed and Nyz became bankrupt. 
In 1890 his trustee in bankruptcy sold the lease by auction t» 
Hanpan for £150, and in July, 1890, Hanpman agreed to sall 
to Witcox for £195. In the investigation of title W1tcox made 
the following requisition: ‘‘ Having regard to tae fact that the 
lease is now sold for £195, it must be shewn that the 
rent reserved was the best rent that could reasonably be 
obtained” ; but with this requisition Hanpman failed to comply, 
and the purchaser took out a summons asking for a declaration 
that a good title had not been shewn, and for the return ofa 
deposit of £20 which he had paid. The evidence on the 
summons was conflicting, but, according to the report, it shewed 
that the lease was in fact grauted at less than the best rent that 
could reasonably be obtained, the lessor having accepted the 
rent of £4 in consideration of the waiver by the lessee of 4 
personal claim for damages against him. It further appeared 
by an affidavit of Hanpman, which was uncontradicted, that he 
had no knowledge of this fact, and, in answer to the objection 
of inadequacy of rent, he set up the plea of purchase for 
valuable consideration without notice. Bucxtey, J., held that 
the lease, not being granted in accordance with the statutory 
requirement as to rent, was voidable, and that it could 
be avoided at the instance of the beneficiaries, as well 
against transferees as against the original lessee. Hence 
the verdor was not entitled to the benefit of his ples, 
and the purchaser was not bound to take the title. Ina the 
Court of Appeal it was left undecided whether the leass was 
void or only voidable, and it was considered that in the latter 
case the plea of purchase for value without notice might be 
good; but inasmuch as the plea depended on the question of 
fact, whether Hanpman had or had not notice, it was held 
that the title was not one which would be forced upon & 
pu-chaser. 

Under section 7 (2) of the Sattled Land Act, 1882, a lease 
granted under the Act must ‘reserve the best rent that cao 
reasonably be obtained, regard being had to any fine takes, 
and to any money laid out, or to be laid out, for the benefi of 
the settled land, and generally to the circumstances of the cas>.” 
The statutory requirement that the best rent shall be reserved 
is similar to the condition always inserted in powers of leasing, 
and its practical effect bas been frequently considered. The 
surest sign that the lessor has obtained such rent is that be 
has secured the same benefit for his successors as for himself. 
“There is,” said Lord Expon, C., in Montgomery v. Chariern 
(5 Dow, p. 344), “but one criterion which our courts always 
attend to as a leading criterion in discussing the question 
whether the best rent has been got or not—that is, whether the 
man who makes the lease has got as much for others as he has 
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for himself; if he has got. more for himself than for others, 
that is decisive evidence against him ; the court must see that 
there is reasonable care and diligence exerted to get such rent 
as, care and diligence being exerted, circumstances mark out as 
the rent likely to be produced.” And the same authority, after 
repeating this opinion in the Case of the Queensberry Leases (1 
Bligh, p. 428), added : “We may trust to the inclination of 
mankind in general to get as much as they can get, and if the 
tenant for life provides for those who are to take after him as 
he has provided for himself (to be sure he may be under 
mistake as to them and as to himself, and he may take too little, 
but it is not very likely that he should expose himself to that 
mistake, or willingly take too little), this throws a 
burden on those who mean to quarrel with such a 
Jease, to prove that there was in the transaction that waut of 
ordinary prudence which shews an inattention to the prescribed 
terms on which he was to grant the lease, Primd facie a lease has 
always been held to be good against remaindermen which made 
for them the same provision as for the tenant for life; and I 
believe, in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred, that is the safe 

rinciple of decision.” Similarly, in the earlier case of Doe v, Rad- 
dife (10 East, 278), the King’s Bench refused to set aside a lease 
on the ground of inadequacy of rent, although it appeared that 
offers of a bigher rent had, at the time, been made to the tenant 
for life. ‘There was no evidence that he had not acted bond fide. 
He had not taken any fine or other consideration for the lease, 
and he had, it was pointed out, a manifest interest to get the 
best rent which, under all the circumstances, and having due 
consideration to the ability and good management of the tenant, 
could reasonably be obtained, The court added that, in the 
choice of a tenant, there were many things to be regarded 
besides the mere amount of the rent offered. 

The Settled Land Act, 1882, as we have seen, contemplates 
that a fine may properly be taken, and by section 4 of the Act 
of 1884, such a fine is to be deemed capital money arising under 
the Act. But where money paid to a tenant for life is in fact a 
bribe, the lease cannot be supported by treating it as a fine, and 
waking the lessee indemnify the remaindermen against the 
failure of the tenant for life to account for it. This was the 
effect of the decision of Strruine, J., in Chandler v. Bradley (45 
W. R. 296; 1897, 1 Ch. 315), where a sum of twenty guineas 
had been paid by the lessee to the tenant for life, without notice 


’ tothe trustees, to induce him to grant the lease. The money 


was never intended, said the learned judge, either by the lessee 
or the lessor, to be a fine constituting capital money under the 
Acts ; it was from first to last intended to be a payment for the 
benefit of the lessor personally, and of no one else, and it could 
not be turned into a fine for the purpose of validating the lease. 
And of course a lessee who acts in such a manner puts himself 
outside the protection of section 54 of the Act of 1882, under 
which a lessee, dealing in good faith with a tenant for life, is, 
as against all parties entitled under the settlement, to be con- 
clusively taken to have given the best rent that could reasonably 
be obtained by the tenant for life. 

In the present case it would seem that, on the facts as stated 
above, the requirement that the best rent must be obtained 
was not complied with, and so it was held, both by Bucxtey, J., 
and the Court of Appeal. Although there was no direct pay- 
ment to the lessor as in Chandler v. Bradley (supra), yet the 
lessor gained a personal advantage in the waiver by the lessee 
cf his claim for damages, And the lessee, just as in the last- 
named case, was not protected by section 54. Was this initial 
defect in the lease, then, one which was fatal to it throughout, 
and was incapable of being cured in the hands of assignees 
taking for value and without notice? As already stated, 
Bucxzy, J., treated the lease as voidable only, yet even on this 
footing he held that the defect was necessarily attached to the 
lease. ‘If,”’ he said, ‘the lease was not granted for the best 
rent it is voidable, and the beneficiaries can say so against the 
transferees as well as against the original lessee. Otherwise 
the lease might go on during the life of the tenant for life, 
and when the remaindermen came into possession they would 
be told that although the tenant for life had granted a lease 
which was not for the best rent, and was, therefore, bad, yet 


the property had so changed hands that they could not recover 
it, ’ 





This view of the law, if we may say so, is what would 
naturally suggest itself as correct. The plea of purchase for 
value without notice may well avail a person who in acquired 
an estate in pro which is in itself perfect, although it might, 
but for the plea, be liable to be postponed to some prior interest. 
But a voidable lease is not of this nature. Whether the assignee 
ge | of the poe Pos ~~ it voidable or not, 
yet there is an inherent defect in the property against 
which he cannot protect himself. It is not . mere question 
of being postponed, but, upon the lease being avoi his 
interest is altogether gone. Having regard, however, to 
the judgments of the Oourt of Appeal, all this must now 
be regarded as open to doubt. is nm first to 
determine whether the lease is void or only voidable. “If,” 
said Srreuine, L.J., ‘the lease was void, as the purchaser 
contends, then the title of the vendor is bad. If the lease was 
voidable only, as is contended on behalf of the vendor, then 
the title might be supported on the ground that the vendor was 
a purchaser for value without notice.” 

n this state of affairs it would have been interesting to 


know whether the lease was in fact void or voidable, and in the 


latter case, whether a purchase without notice would bar the 
avoidance. It would seem, indeed, that a lease, not complying 
with the statutory requisites, is void after the death of the 
tenant for life who grants it. This is so with regard to a lease 
granted by a tenant for life apart from the statute, and a lease, 
purporting to be granted under the statute, but not in fact well 
granted, stands on the footing of a common law lease by the 
tenant for life, And the language of the authorities is that a 
lease purporting to be gute tales a power, but not satisfy- 
ing the requirements of the power, is void against the remainder- 
men: Doe v. Cavan (5 East. 567); and see per Lord Expon, O., 
in the Case of the Queensberry Leases (1 Bligh, p. 428). But how 
this may be, and whether the lease if voidable is validated on 
coming into the hands of a purchaser without notice, the Court 
of Appeal did not decide. The decision went upon the point 
that, if the plea of purchase was available, yet it depended on 
a doubtful question of fact, whether Hanpman took without 
notice, and the title therefore would not be forced on a purchaser. 
The decision assumes that section 54 of the Act of 1882 only 
applies when the original lessee has taken the lease in = 
faith. It does not protect a transferee taking in good faith 

a lessee who knew that the statutory requirements had not been 
complied with. The case shews that it behoves the purchaser 
of a lease under the Settled Land Acts to scan carefully the 
circumstances attending the grant of the lease, and not to trust 
° 7 supposed validity which it may derive from subsequent 

Ings. 








THE BRISTOL ASSIZES OF A.D, 1221, 


THE actual bulk of the records that Mr. Watson has edited* is 
small; some twenty contain the whole; but this is no measure 
of the importance and interest of the volume, the greater portion of 
which is occupied by an introduction dealing minutely with the 


period of the records, and bringing before the reader a vivid 

of the circumstances under which they were produced. roll 
of the Bristol Assizes of 1221 takes us back, as Mr. Warsow points 
out, to tbe very beginning of English jurisprudence. ‘To realize the 


age of the document one need only remember that the first ap) 

ance of Bristol in written hi i it but one heal ond 
seventy years; that Domesday Book was compiled only one hundred 
and thirty-six years before; . . . that the extreme limit of legal 
memory carries us but thirty-two years further back ; that the earliest 
recorded plea preceded it only thirty years; and that forty years 
were to pass before BRAcTON wrote his monumental legal treatise.’’ 
And in those early days criminal assizes were by no means oe 
occurrence. Civil assizes were more in uest, and one 0’ 

demands made of JoHN by the barons in 1215 was that he should 
send two justices through each county four times a year for the 
trial of possessory actions, such as the assize of novel disseisin, But 
@ general eyre was a different matter, for this meant gam ps Mee 
exactions for the enrichment of the king’s exchequer as as the 
repression of crime, and there were other methods by which the 


* Pleas of the Crown for the Hundred of Swineshead and the of Bristol, taken 
at Brlatol botore Simon abbot of Reading, Randolt abbot of ys 
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latter object could be attained. One case, a presentment of which 
occurs on the rolls now edited, looks very much like lynch law. 
“Three women were slain in their house at Barton Regis by evil- 
doers. It was not known by whom. But subsequently eleven 
thieves were taken and hanged, and confessed they did the deed.” 
Such is the record on the roll, but how this summary justice came to 
be inflicted does not appear, and at any rate it was an unsatisfactory 
substitute for the criminal assizes which in the latter half of the 
thirteenth century were, it seems, limited to one in seven years. It 
is not surprising that Mr. WATSON concludes that “ after making the 
fullest allowa: ce for local administration of justice, and in spite of 
the few who managed to get burnt, hang-d, cr beheaded, the 
thirteenth century was by no means a bad time for criminale,” 

How long a period had elapred since the last Bristol assizes previous 
to 1221 is Soubtfal, and Mr, WarTson puts it at anything from five to 
seventeen years. Certainly none had been held in Gloucestershire— 
the borough of Bristol was then situate enti-ely on the Gloucester- 
shire side of the River Avon—since HENRY III. became kiog, for the 
writ for the eyre referred to the previous one ashaving been held in 
the time of Jonw. In July 1221, however, a strong body of judges 
came to Bristol to try the pleas of the Crown. One of the happiest 
parts of Mr. Watson's introduction is that in which he sketches the 
careers and charscters of the members of the tribunal. At their head 
was Simon, tenth Abbot of Readirg, who seems to have been 
equally ready at managing his abb-y, taking charge of Devizes 
Castle, and going on circuit. ‘‘A careful man pf business and a 
thrifty one, mendi: g his houses at Wichebury with the timber of 
twenty sturdy oaks, given him by the king, out of the New Forest.” 
Also it is noted that he drew eight marks in advance for his expenses 
of this circuit. Another abbot —RanpotFr of Eve ham —came 
next. He declined the proffered honour of the See 
of Worcester, and rpresented his abbey at the Council 
of Lateran in 1216, ove result of which appears to have been 
to discountenance, and ultimately to abolish, the barbareus 
system of trial by ordeal His cowmissinn of 1221 was, says Mr. 
Watson, his only judicial appointment. Third in the list was the 
great MaRTIN PATESHULL, a lawyer who r+ ceived BRACTON’S highest 
praise, and whose avidity for work was the terror of his colleagu s. 
Oue justice who was sppointed to go on circuit with him wrote pray- 
i: g ‘‘that he m'ght be excused the « ffice on the ground that MARTIN 
was strong, and in his labour so sedulous and practised that all !is 
fellows , . . were overpowered by him, for every day he worked from 
svnrise until nightfall.” Mr. WatTson’s sketch of him is well worth 
quoting: ‘“‘ Imbued with a fiery enthusiasm, bis life was spent in the 
saddle and on the bench. Scarcely a year paesed without his name 
appearing in a commission. The king’s enemies feared him. They 
kuew that if they fell on evil days, and MARTIN tried them, justice 
wou'd be done ro matter at what cost. A dangerous man to rebels 
this, and one that must be silenced. During FALKES DE BREAUTE£'s 
outbreak in 1224, BRAYBROOK the judge was captured and imprisoned, 
MakTIN bare'y escaped. But, undaunted, he sat at Dunstsble and 
convicted FaLKEs of thirty-five acts of disseisin,” After the custom 
of the times he was an ecclesiastic, and in 1227 he held benefices ia 
Northumbeland and the archdeaconry of Norfolk. Two years later 
be was made dean of St Paul’s, and as such died in 1229. 


In addition to these, there was JouN of Monmouth. a baron holding 
large estates in Gloucester-hire and the adjacent counties, who was 
high in favour both with Jonn aod Hzyry III., and was the holder 
of numerous offices ; Ral.PH HARENG, churchman, judge, and soldier ; 
RatPH MUSARD, who was trusted for some part of her long imprison- 
ment with the custody of ELEANOR, sister of the unfortunate Prince 
ARTHUE; being sheriff of Gloucester at the time of the assize, he was 
debarred from sitting as a judge in that county ; and RoszrtT LEx1ne- 
TON, also churchman, judge, and soldier, who has lefi a letter to 
HURBERT DE BuRGH giving details of pogemene attack on the rebel 
WILLIAM of Aumile, against whom he had sent, and who rivalled 
bis Martin PATESHULL in his zest for work. ‘‘ Not content 
with working bard as a judge six days in the week, he must needs 
go and sit so often on the seventh day that the matter became a 
grave scandal.” These seven judges, all of skillin practical affairs, 
and with PATESHULL among them not likely to go wrong in law, were 
commissioned to open the assizes at Worcester on the day after Trini 
Sanday. Thence they went to Gloucester, Bristol, Hereford, 
Worcester sgain, Warwick, Leicester, and Shrewsbury. Why 
Bristol, which was not a county town, had « separate assize is not 
clear. Mr. Watson suggests that civil and criminal business 
were taken st the seme time, and as civil pleas had 
be taken within the borough walle, it was found ex- 
i of the Crown as well. The 
was adjacent to Bristol on the 
Gloucester side, was also allowed the privilege of baving pleas heard 
at Bristol instead of at the more distant town of Gloucester, and an 


had to furnish information respecting felonies, debts to the king, 
weights and measures, treasure-trove, chattels of Jews who had 
been slain, and other matters. This required time—a week or more 
was not an unusual allowance—and exactoess was indispensable, any 
error in a presentment being puvished by fine. 

The answers to the articles of the eyre form the basis of the 
proceedings which are recorded ia the roll of the eyre. To a large 
extent the entries relate to accidents or to crimes in respect of which 
no one is under arrest. Nos.°6 and 7 of those for the hundred of 
Swinesbead fornish an example of each class: ‘6. A certain man 
was drowned in the Frome. No one is suspected. Judgment: mis- 
adventure. 7. Three women and three boys were slain in their 
house at Winterbourne by evildoers. It is not known by whom, 
No one is suspected. Judgment: misadventure.” The second 
‘“‘ misadventure” is, as Mr. WarTson points out, obviously 
a mistake of the entering clerk, and the conclusion of the entry shews 
that the fine payable by the hundred when a person was slain and the 
slayer not produced was exacted. Of the ten entries relating to 
Swinesbead, two are cases of accidental death and ¢ight of murder, 
One of the murder cases was that, already referred to, of the killing 
«f three women at Barton Regis, for which eleven thieves were 
harged. In another the murderer was known, but he had fi-d, 
1 aving the members of his frank-pledge liable to be fined. In the 
remainder no one was suspected and justice could not be done, 
On the whole, the eyre for Swiceshead seems, according to the 
rll, to have accomplished very little, The entries for Bristol 
a'e instructive. Here sgain nearly all are concerned with 
cases of death—some few by misadventure, the greater number 
by murder; but in general the murderers are known, and 
the details as to their fate bring into relief va-ious matters of 
ancient crimiral procedure. To the institution of frant-p'edge, 
under which the population were diviied into groups answerale 
collectively for each member of the group, reference bas jast been 
made, but according to one entry (No. 18) the jurors said that there 
was no frauk-pledge in Bristo). Other eutries refer to the alternative 
procedure under which a mau might be in the mainpast (de 
manupastu) of some magnate who was therefore reapousible for hw 
good conduct. In general the cuiprits, evea when known, are notin 
custody, and all that the court can do is to outlaw them. A note 
states that at Gloucester on this eyre the justices inquired into about 
330 cases of homicide, and as a result one man was mutilated, about 
f;urteen were hanged, and about 100 were outlawed. The North- 
umberland us-ize roll for 1256 records seventy-seven murders; 
seventy-two of the murderers escaped with out'awry, one abjared 
the realm, and only in four cases did the felons receive their just 
punishment. 

It was competent for a criminal who hed taken refuge in a church 
to save bis life by the process just mentioned of abjuring the realm. 
An instance cccurs in No. 26 of the Bristol entrits. A murderer had 
been arrested by order of the Constable of Bristol. He escaped from 
the jail, took sanctuary in a church, and afterwards abjured the 
realm. A graphic account of the matter is given by Mr. Warson: 
“The criminal might name the port from which he was to pass to 
another country. Dressed in pilgrim’s garb—bare-footed, bare- 
headed, ungirt, and clothed only in his shirt, and in his hard a 
we cross, the warrant of Holy Church — he was compelled 
to journey in the king’s highway, deviating only ia case of great 
necessity or for a night’s lodging, never delsying anywhere for two 
nights, and refraining from entertaining him-elf, so that he might 
reach the port by the appointed day. Arriving th- re, he was to cross the 
sea as soon as he found a ship unless delayed by the weather. No 
ship being obtainable, each day he had to wade into the sea u) to 
his knees or his neck to shew that, although willing, he was unable 
to cross. He had to sleep on the beach, and if he failed to sail by 
the appointed time it became necessary to find fresh sanctuary.” 
The entries touch also upon other matters—such as deodands and the 
chattels and mortgages of Jews—which are adequately explaiced by 
Mr. WATSON (with a reference as to the Jews to the fuller information 
obtainable in the recent volume of the Selden Society on the Pleas of 
Jewish Exchequer), and at the close of the roll there are complaints 
as to the i ities in the dues exacted by the Constables from 
merchants. Appended is a list of the various amercements or fines 
impos+d in Swineshead and Bristol—a summary, in fact, of the 
a results of the eyre. Altogether the, records, and Mr. 

ATSON'S comments, form a welcome addition to the store of anti- 
quarian legal research which has been accumulating of recent years. 








The announcement, says the Westminster Gazette, that the Reader of 
the Temple Church, the Rev. 8. 8. Alexander, will vacate his post in 
—— — Levange _ val Or office. ant Re ader has to preach 
on Sunday afternoons, a yeer, with the privilege of being 
invited, like the Master of the Temple, to the banquets a ons nights. 
The two honourable societies of the Inner and the Middle Temple have 
the t of appointment in turn, and as Mr. Alexander was nominated by 








the Middle Temple, his successor will be appointed by the Inner. 
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REVIEWS. 


PRACTICAL LEGISLATION. 


PRACTICAL LEGISLATION: THE CoMPosITION AND LANGUAGE OF 
Acts OF PARLIAMENT AND Business DocumEnts. By Lord 
TuRInG, K.C.B., late Parliamentary Counsel. John Murray. 


This treatise was written so far back as 1877, when it was pub- 
lished as a pamphlet by the Stationery Office, and subsequently, as Sir 
Courtenay Ilbert in his admirable and more comprehensive work on 
“Legislative Methods and Forms,” published year, says, the 
instructions in it ‘‘ have been very generally followed, and have tended 
materially to improve the style and ment of statutes.” The 
pamphlet has been fer some time out of priot, and is now, says Lord 
Thring, ‘‘ republished with the consent of the Government with an 
introduction and with certain alterations required by recent legisla- 
tion.” A Parliamentary draftsman almost from his professional birth, 
and officially such for twenty-six years, an original member (an1 the 
only surviving one) of Lord Cairn’s ‘‘ Statute Law Committ-e,” and 
the legal father of such important statutes as the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1854, the Parliamentary Representation Act, 1867, and the Trish 
Church and Land Acts of 1869, 1870, and 1881, the author possesses 
an experience of his subject absolately unique. ‘‘ Whatever defi- 
ciences,” as he modestly puts it, ‘‘ may exist in the treatise, they are 
at all events not due to ignorance or want of experience.” 

The division of an Act into parts (an improvement first introduced 
by Lord Thring bimself from America in the case of the Merchant 
Shipping Act, 1854), the selection of words, the proper mode of 
dealing with our English ‘‘ want of an adjectival inflexion,” the order 
of sections, the reconciliation (where possible) between logical and 
political antagonism of arrangement, consolidation, preambles, short 
titles, marginal notes—upon each of these and many other parts of 
his subjects, information and instruction of the greatest use are here 

iven by the man most quslified of all living men to give them. Five 
oe rules are enunciated, as that, ‘‘ Procedure and matters of 
detail should be set apart by themselves, and should not, except 
under very special circumstances, find any place in the body of the 
Act”; it is laid down that ‘‘ whatever deviation may be allowed in 
the arrangement of principles and heads of law as between 
themselves, the essential conditions of an Act of Parliament 
are that every principle and every'head of law should be separated 
from every other principle and head of law, and should form 
the subject of a separate enactment or eet of enactments’; and 
lawyers and draftsmen are reminded that ‘“‘the greater number 
of Acts of Parliament contain rules of conduct to be observed by 
illiterate persons.”” We regret, however, to observe the great 
concession to the political element of the legislative machine in the 
matter of preambles and interpretation clauses. We read that ‘‘it is 
not, as a general rule, advisable to enunciate the principle of an Act 
in a preamble, as the opponents of the Act are sure to select it as a 
battle-ground instead of dividing on the actual provisions of the 
Act,” and definitions, which (as in the Public Health Act, 1875) 
logically come at the inning, are for Parliamentary reasons 

owed to be placed (as since 1875 we believe they have ulways 
been placed) at the end of an Act; though the wise sugges- 
tion is made that the definition clause might with advantage be 
postponed, as a preamble is, until the whole of a Bill is gone through 
aud afterwards—we presume, by a rearrangement of sections— 
relegated to its proper position, 

Turning to the additions which must have been made since 1877, 
we find frequent and proper mention of the Interpretation Act, 
1889 (which is printed in the Appendix); a pretty good, but not 
quite sufficient, treatment of legislation by reference, with an extract 
from the scathing criticism of it by the late Lord Coleridge and Mr. 
Justice Mathew in 1889, in Knill v. Towse (38 W. R., at p. 384), and 
an allusion (which might with advantege have been longer) to the 
two revised editions of the statutes of which the second stops at 1886. 
Bat we are not a little startled to find it stated that ‘‘ nothing has been 
done, or perhaps can be done, towards any systematic c ifloa tion of 
English law.” There have been passed since 1877 the Bills of 
Exchange Act, “to codify the law relating to Buls of Exchange, 
Cheques, and Promissory Notes,” and the Sale of Goods Act of Mr. 
Chalmers, and the Partnership Act of Sir Frederick Pollock; and 
the Marine Insurance Bill of Mr. Chalmers, introduced by the 
late Lord Herschell, and long since ripe for the statute book, has 
been taken up by the Lord Qhancellor in the present Session. If 
these measures are not at least s towards codification 
are they? We think, too, that it is a mistake to illustrate from 
r Acts such as the Bankruptcy Act of 1869, and after the 
laborious piling up of 2,076 new short titles by Parliament in 1896, 
itisa pity that an expert should write of ‘‘33 Geo. III. o. 13,” 
instead of the ‘‘ Acts of Parliament (Commencement) Act, 1793,’’ 

But all these slips are more than atoned for by the interesting 


glimpses into la haute politique afforded by the new introduction, where 
ed. - dog cal vovtding ovay wea t 


. 


we read of Mr. Gladstone’s understan 





of a Bill, and even settling the marginal notes; of Mr. Disraeli’s 
intuitive on of what would pass the House of Commons ; and 
of Lord ville’s intervention in a discussion about putting “ one 
short clause” disestablishing the Irish Church “at the commeuce- 
ment” of the Bill of 1869, with his “‘Had you not better pay 
attention to the draftsman’s suggestions?’ “ ,” adds our 
enor,“ Me, ladle gers Way, eth roped cane egpented 
ry 0 A 

In conclusion, we cannot help regretting the absence of a recom- 
mendation that the memorandum should be uniformly published (es 
it frequently has been of recent years) as a preface to the Bill, and 
the occurrence of a deprecation of criticism on draftsman’s work b: 
rt overy Lyourgus sad Solon siting on the Rest henches” while a 
is passing, and by “‘ermined dignitaries ” after it has . Pre- 
fatory memoranda could not fail to clear up many difficulties for the 
benefit of the legi , and a standing order absolutely requiring 
them—signed ps by the drafteman whose name etiquette does 
not allow to cou with an Act—might, with advantegs, be 
passed by each House of Parliament forthwith. How muca better 
we should all be off if the present Education Bill had such a mem- 
orandum! As for criticism, an Act of Parliament should be judicially 
treated as a friend, not as an enemy; but too much criticism is better 
than too little, A member of ihe House of Commons once went so far 
as B nn to style the Licensing Acts a ‘‘ mass of unintelligib'e 
stuff’; and some seven years ago Lord see Hansard, vol, 
32 of $1 costa, SOB S4 Sterne 5 Een eeuse that “‘ for a 
man to sit down to find out what a Bill meant simply from the Bill 
itself was to undertake a task as hopeless as interpreting an 
atrow-headed inscription.” 





INCOME TAX LAW AND PRACTICE. 


Tue Acts RELATING TO THE IncomME Tax. By the late STEPHEN 
DowEt.t, M.A. Firra Eprrron. REvIsED, ALTERED, AND Con- 
SIDERABLY ENLARGED; WITH COMPLETE NOTES, CROSS-REFER- 
ENCES, SUMMARIES OF STATUTORY Provisions, DECISIONS, AND 
Sxcrions on Crown LAW AND PROCEDURE AFFECTING THE 
REVENUE. By JouN Epwin Piper, Barrister-at-Law, Assistant 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue. Butterworth & Co. 


This edition of the late Mr, Stephen Dowell’s standard work is, to 
all intents and purposes, a new publication, which has been under- 
taken by the direction of the Board of Inland Revenue. Its more or 
less official character, combined with many excellencies of treatment 
and arrangement that testify to the laborious industry co’ the present 
editor, render it a work of the highest value to which recourse must 
invariably be had for the solution of all questions concerning the 
Income Tax Laws and Practice. In an admirable introduction, 
which, wisely we thiok, discards some of the archaic (though 
interesting) matters formerly included therein, a comprehensive 
survey is taken of income tax legislation, commencing with the 
Income Tax Act, 1799 (39 Geo. 3, «, 13), while such subjects as the 
constraction to be put upon Taxing Acts, as indicated by decided 
cases, and privilege and exemption from taxation, are still dul 
referred to, and s summary is also given of Crown law an 
procedure affecting revenue. By the aid of this introduction 
the subsequent contents of the volume are much more fare | 
comprehended. These, it may be mentioned, are not divid 
i Acts relating 


present work, —_ two 

South Wales Income Tax Act, 1895—namely, Commissioners of 
Tawation v. Teece (1899, A. O. 254) and Commissioners of Taxation v. 
Kirk (1900, A. 0. 588), have either escaped the editor’s vigilance, or, 
what is more probable, been purposely omitted by him for good and 
sufficient reasons. Amongst the very recent cases cited, we notice 
London County Council v. Attorney-General ig W. RB. 686; 1901, 
A. C. 26), to which frequent reference is 
held, in the House of Lords, t i tax i 
collection of taxes essentially distinct, and that there is 
in kind between the duties assessed 
assessed under Schedule A or any of 
tables of contents, caapaten, Gaal cnt Same oft hoes guostiy Snquesed, 
while the index, which now comprises fifty-four pages, of 
twenty-nine, affords ready access to the multifarious contents of the 

ume, 
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SCHOLEFIELD and GERARD R, Hitt, Barristers-at-Law. 
worth & Co. 


Many and various are the modes by which a dissatisfied party to a 
matter dealt with by justices may appeal against the decision of these 
justices. * rte a matter of —_ a pean which is the 

way of a) ing in a particular case; and when the proper way 
has been selected, it 4 often exceedingly easy to make some mistake 
in practice which causes great waste of time and money and renders 
the proceedings abortive. Therefore, if any legal practitioner has to 
face the duty of appealing from justices, and if he is not quite 
conversant with the procedure, we advise him to at once secure a copy 
of this very moderate sized book and carefully study it. If he then 
goes som 2 it is not the author's fault. It may not be the 
= 8 fault either, for there are many matters which are in a very 
btful state, and which wili have to be finally decided at the 
expense of some unfortunate victim of the law’s ambiguities. Fer 
example, does certiorari lie in respect of proceedings before an annual 
ge licensing meeting? In Regina v. Sharman (46 W. RB. 367 ; 
898, 1 Q. B. 578), a Divisional Court decided this question in the 
negative. But before the time when the House of Lords decided 
(in Boulter’s case) that a licensing meeting is not a court, this remedy 
was commonly granted; and in Rex v. Sunderland Justices (1901, 2 
K. B. 357), the Court of A peal made it very clear that in their 
opinion certiorari will lie. This and other difficulties are adequately 
dicussed in this book, which gives a very clear and accurate account 
of the law and practice applicable to each of the various forms which 
an appeal from justices may assume, Over 890 cases are cited; and 
in the table of cases an ee is ey ageren | made to give the 
references to the various series of reports in which each case may be 
found. This attempt, however, is only partially successful, and the 
references are incomplete. There is a collection of forms and 
precedents which should prove very useful, 


Butter- 





PALMER’S COMPANY PRECEDENTS. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR UsE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES, 
SUBJECT TO THE ComMPANIES AcTs, 1862 To 1900. Parr I. 
ARRANGED AS FoLLows: Promoters, PROsPECTUSES, UNDER- 
WRITING, AGREEMENTS, MEMORANDA, AND ARTICLES OF ASSOCIA- 
TION, PriIvaTE ComPANIES, EMPLOyis BENEFITS, NOTIOES, 
RESOLUTIONS, CERTIFICATES, PowERS OF ATTORNEY, BANKING, 
AND ADVANCE SECURITIES, PETITIONS, WRITS, PLEADINGS, 
JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS, REOCONSTRUCSION, AMALGAMATION, 
SproraL Acts, wITH Corious NoTEs, AND AN APPENDIX Con- 
TAINING AcTs AND RutEsS. ErcuTH EpiTion. By Francis 
BEAUFORT PatMeER, Barrister-at-Law. Assisted by the Hon. 
CHaRgLEs MacnacuTen, K.C., and Frank Evans, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This edition of Part I, of Mr. Palmer’s work has been looked for 
with much interest » f practitioners engaged, or likely to be engaged, 
in the preparation of articles of a:sociation, in order to see in what 
manner the general form of articles has been revised with reference 
faded a of the Companies Act, 1900. We have tested the 

d form in — and have found all the necessary clauses—and 
sometimes also clauses, by way of reminder, which do not in all cases 
seem necessary—very neatly inserted. The forms nec for com- 
pliance with the regulations of the new Act as to the registration of 
companies, contracts, mortgages, notices &c., are given in chapter 8, 
and are accom by notes of the practical character character- 
istic of the author. The forms of Powers of Attorney in chapter 15 
have been altered and added to. Altogether, the additions to the work 
Occupy a large space, but room has been found for them by the 

; the volume known as Part III. of the former chapters 
relating to debentures and debenture stock ; and so the present volume, 
al: bulky enough (it contains 1,696 ) is still capable of 
being handled without inconvenience. We anticipate that there are 


few concerned with company law who will fail to 
cudntieceainen ied 


TRADE UNIONS, 


Tue Law RELAtine To TrapE Unions. A Concisz TREATISE ON 
THE Law GoVERNING INTERFERENCE WITH TRADE, WITH AN 
APPENDIX OF STATUTES RELATING TO TRADE Unions, By D. R. 
CuHAtmERns-Hovnt, B,C.L., Barrister-at-law. Butterworth & Co. 


This work is a very commendable endeavour to discover the real 
principles which are to be derived from the recent well-known trade 
union cases of Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 258; 1898, A. C, 1) and 
Quinn v. Leathem (50 W. R. 139; 1901, A, C. 495), and the conspiracy 
case of Mogul Steamship Co. v. Macgregor (40 W. R. 337; 1892, A. C. 25), 
The last-nsmed case settled definitely that » combination of traders to 
on their business in such # way as to drive a rival out of the 





Allen v. Flcod settled that the mere fact that an act is done with the 
malicious intent to injure another, does not make it actionable if 


apart from such malice it gives no ground of action. And then came 
Quinn v. Leathem, in which, under circumstances by no means caleu- 
lated to arouse sympathy with the trade union, the effect of combived 
action, which clearly was intended to injure another, but was not so 
directly calculated to benefit the persons combining, came into 
question. Upon this want of adequate interest Mr. Chalmers-Hunt 
bases the distinction between the Mogul case and Quinn vy, 
Leathem. In the former, he says, the defendants had no in- 
tention to injure the plaintiffs, except so far as the furtherance 
of their financial interests demanded it; in the latter, ‘‘ there was an 
intention to inflict an injury which could not puta penny in the 
pockets of the persons combining; at least, not through any direct 
channel readily appreciable by the mind; and with the endless 
ibilities of cause and effect the law is of course not concerned.” 
But it is not easy to define the interest which will justify conduct 
in fact oppressive, and Quinn v. Leathem is by no means to te 
taken as a final exposition of the matter. Mr. Chalmers-Hunt has 
subjected the judgments in these various cases to very elaborate 
analysis with a view specially to reconciling Quinn v. Leathem and 
Allen v. Flood, and lawyers who have studied those judgments will 
realize the difficulty of a task which has been skilfully accomplished, 
The book contains, in addition, chapters dealing generally with trade 
unions and strikes, and special attention is given to the picketing case 
of Lyons v. Wilkins (45 W. R. 19, 47 W. R. 291; 1899, 1 Cb. 255). It 
is a very useful contribution to the elucidation of a difficult subject. 





BUILDING SOCIETIES. 


THE Law RELATING TO BuILDING SOCIETIES. WITH APPENDICES 
CoNTAINING THE STATUTES, REGULATIONS, ACT OF SEDERUNT, 
Forms oF ANNUAL ACCOUNT AND STATEMENT, AND PRECEDENTS 
OF RULES AND ASSURANCES. By EDWARD ALBERT WURTZBURG, 
Barrister-at-law. FourTH EDITION. Stevens & Suns (Lwwited), 


We are glad to see another edition of Mr. Wurtzburg’s treatise on 
the law of building societies. It has recommended itself in practice 
as a useful work on a subject of frequent importance, and it is con- 
venient to have it brought up to date. Of recent cases the most 
striking has been Thurston v. Nottingham Building Society (50 W. R. 
179; 1902, 1 Ch. 1), in which it was held by the Court of Appeal 
that a mortgage to a building society by an infant was absolutely 
void. Notwithstanding that this was only reported during the 
present year, Mr. Wurtzburg has managed to insert a full statement 
of its effect in the text. There has been no decision during 
the last few years rivalling in importance some of the earlier cases, 
such as Cunliffe, Brooks, & Co. v. Blackburn Building Society (33 
W. BR. 309, 9 App. Cas. 857), on the rights of the parties as tu sub- 
rogation and otherwise where money has been borrowed by a 
society in excess of its powers; but there have been several notable 
cases, such, for instance, as Re Rumney & Smith (45 W. R. 678; 
1897, 2 Ch. 351), which furnished a useful hint that it is not safe to 
take a transfer from a building society to an individual, unless the 
mortgagor joins to give a fresh covenant and fresh powerr, The 
chapter on the officers of the society sets out very well the duties 
and liabilities of directors, of the secretary, and of the auditors. 
The liability of the last class of officials depends on several recent 
leading cases, which are duly referred to. A series of appendices 
gives the Building Societies Acts and much information of pravtical 
use in the formation and management of building societies. 





EQUITY, 


A Manvat or THE Princrptes oF Equiry, A QoNnocIsE AND 
EXPLANATORY TREATISE INTENDED FOR THE USE OF STUDENTS 
AND THE PROFESSION. By JOHN INDERMAUR, Solicitor, FirtTH 
EpiTIon. Geo. Barber, Office of the ‘‘ Law Students’ Journal.” 


The doctrines of equity, notwithstanding that they are assumed 
to flow from natural justice, form perhaps the most difficult depart- 
ment of law for the student, and in an exposition of them clearness 
and conciseness of style are chiefly to be aimed at. Both of these 
qualities are con ous in Mr, Indermaur’s useful manual, which has 
now reached a fifth edition. In the five years or so which have 
elapsed since the last edition there have been numerous decisions of 
t importance ing on the subject, and these have been care- 
ully incorporated. Specially noteworthy are the series of cases referred 
to on p. 175, including Biggs v. Hoddinott (47 W. RB. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307) 
and Noakes v. Rice (50 W. R. 305), which have established that a mort- 
gages is not debarred from securing a collateral advantage, provided 
it does not prevent the or from getting the property back 
again clear of all claims by the mortgagee when he redeems. The 
rinciples relating to specific performance are neatly stated and Mr. 
dermaur has included a reference to the recent case of Lever Vv. 





is not actionable if done in the pursuit of their own interests, 


| Koffler (49 W. BR. 606; 1901, 1 Ch, 543), which dispelled the notion 
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that specific performance would not be granted of a tenancy from 
year to year. Tne chapter on administration—a subject of much im- 
portance both to the student and the practitioner—has, the author 
states, been to a great extent re-written, and the appendix includes 
the Trustee Act, 1893, and the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, with an 
epitome of the rules under the latter Act. The book should hold its 
own among the current works on equity, 





POOR LAW STATUTES. 


Taz Poor LAw STATUTES, COMPRISING THE STATUTES IN FORCE 
RELATING TO THE POOR AND TO GUARDIANS, OVERSEERS, AND 
orHER PooR LAW AUTHORITIES AND THEIR OFFICERS. FROM 
ELIZABETH TO END OF VICTORIA. WITH NOTES AND CASES. By 
James BRooKE LITTLE, Barrister-at-law. Vou. III. Snaw & 
Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The third volume of this very useful collection of statutes com- 
the work, and Mr. Brooke Little has more than fulfilled the 
ise of the title, fr this volume includes two Acts of the 
present reign, tte las«.being the Births and Dea‘ hs Registration Act, 
1901. It aleo contains the Distress for Rates Act, 1849, which was 
omitted in error fromits proper place in the preceding volume, The 
same care which marked the earlier volumes i; traceable in the present 
one, and the author is to be congratulated on the successful termina- 
tion of a very Jaborivus task. Some of the Acts deslt with have 
been already treat-d io certain well-known b oks on local govern- 
met and rating, but we know of no such complete collection of the 
statutes relating to the poor law proper. The notes are concise and 
wll-written, and they bring the cas:-law up to date. The general 
index, a most important adjunct to a work of this nature, is full a: d 
well arranged, and the whole work will be of undoubted value both 
tolawyers and to those who are engaged in the practical adminis- 
tration of the poor law, 





CHEQUES, 


Tat Law RELATING TO CHEQUES. By Enric R. Watson, LLB., 
— Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Efflogham 


According to the Bills of Exchange Act, a cheque is “a bill of 
exchange drawn ona banker payable on demand,” but though in 
general a cheque is governed by the same principles as a bill of 
exchange, it has in practice and in law a position of its own, and Mr. 
Watson has in a series of some hundred propositions digested the law 
and has added appropriate comments and illustrative cases. Few 


" points on the subject have excited so much remark as the decision in 


Young v. Grote (4 Bing. 253) that a banker is not liable fr paying a 
forged cheque where the forgery was facilitated by the customer's 
couduct. In that case, it will be remembered, the customer bad 
signed cheques in blank, and though this may frequently be con- 
venient, yet banks seem to have a right to insist that it should be at 
the customer’s risk. Mr. Watson argues in favour of the decision, 
and, as applied to cheques, we imagine it is clear law, though in 
Scholfield v. Earl of Londesborough (1896, A. C. 514) it was held to be 
inapplicable as between the acceptor and holder of a bill of exchange. 

decisions have turoed on section 82 of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, which protects a banker who receives payment of a crossed 
chique for a customer, and in addition to the deci ion of the House 
of Lorde in Great Western Railway Co. v. London and County Bank 
(1901, A. 0. 414), Mr, Watson has managed to include the quite 
recent cases of Gordon v. London, City, and Midland Bank and Gordon 
¥. Cupital and Counties Bank, under which it seems a bank loses the 
benefit of the section if it adopts the practice of crediting cheques t» 
the customer’s account before collection. The book has been written 
with judgment and care. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The English Reports. Vol. XIX.: Privy Council VIIL., containing 
Moore, Indian Appeale, vol. 6 to 10 William Green & Sons, 
burgh; Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 30s. net. 


Questions and Answers from the ‘‘ Justice of the Peace,” connected 
with Local Government, Public Health, Poor Law, Poor Rate, 
Licensing and the General Duties «f Magistrstes, extracted from 
the “ Practical Points” columns of Volumes 41 to 60 inclu-ive of the 
“Justice of the Peace” covering the twenty years 1877-1896, 
revised and modified as rendered necessary by subsequent legislati.n 
and decisions, Edited by C. E. ALLAN, M A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law, assisted by H. G. Cacrnrop, B.A, M. OAMPBELL-JOHNSTON, 
. J. Cottman, OC, E, Dyzr, LL.M., T. Francis Howe, M.A., 
LLM., W. E. Luoyp, B.A., and J. OC. SWINBURNE-Hanuaw, 
Barristers-at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Oo, 


Outlines of Criminal Law, Based on Lectures Delivered in the 
University of Cambridge. By Courtngy Stannore Kenny, LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law, University Reader ia English Law. Cambridge 
University Press. 


The Articled Clerk’s Guide to the Intermediate Examination as it 
at Present Exists on Stephen’s Commentaries on the Laws of 
Eogland, cootainiog a Complete Course of Study, with Notes and 
Test Questions on the Entire Work, Liste of Statutes, and a Com- 
plete Selected Digest Compiled from the Questions and Answers 
Hitherto Set at the Examinations on those Parts of Stephen’s Com- 
mentaries now Examined, Embracing Kighty-five Examinations 
up to and Inclusive of the Examination in January, 1902. Intended 
for the Use of all Articled Clerks who have not yet Passed the 
Intermediate Examination. By Onartes THwaltEs, Solicitor. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

New York State Library: Bulletin 69, Dec mber, 1901. Legisla- 
tion 15. Comparative Summary & Iodex of Legislation in 1901. 
Albany: University of the State of New York. 

New York State Library (Melvil Dewey, Director). Bulletin 72. 
March, 1902. Legislation 16 Review of Legislation, 1901. Edited 
by Ropert H. Waurrren, Ph.D, Sociology Librarian. Albany: 
University of the State of New York. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
AGREEMENT WITH COMPANY ENGROSSED IN DUPLICATE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—We recently prepared an agreement between an i dividual 
and a company. The agreement was en in two parts, one 
part being signed by the individual and the other ed by the 
company. The agreement is one which only requires a 64. stamp if 
under hand. The two parts of the agreement were pre-ented for 
stamping together, the part signed by the individual to be stam 
6d., and the part sealed by the company to be stamped 10s. The 
office stamped the part sealed by the company 10s., and returned the 
other part with a memorandum rtating: ‘‘ Presumably this agree- 
ment is the counterpart of one, under seal, forwarded in same envelope 
as this, and therefure it requires 10s. or 53., and denoting.” Is this 
correct ? WwW. & 8B. 

May 27. 


[S2e observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. 8S. J.] 





THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—May I be allowed to trespass on your columns for the purpose 
of inviting my brother members of the Incorporated Law Society to 
express an opinion as to whether the time has not arrived to ask the 
“powers that be” to make some change in the style, title and 
ae of the representative body of the solicitor branch of our 
profession. 

It has struck me that the words “Law Society” very badly 
express the present object and functions of our governing b dy. 
Oxe of of its principal functions now is the examination of students 
intended for admissivn to the roll of solicitors, and it also has (very 
properly, I think) undertaken the teaching of students, but there is 
nothing in the word “society” which to my miod in the least 
indicates any such thing. I venture to think it is entiled to the 
appellation of “‘ coll-ge” every bit as much as the College of Surgeons 
and the College of Physicians; its examining and teaching functions 
being, as I understand, much on the same footing as theirs. 

My suggestion is that steps should be taken to obtain the necessary 
powers to convert our “‘ society” into the ‘‘ Royal of Law,”’ 
and that upon passing the Final Examination for admission to the 
roll the student should become a member of the college, a prescribed 
thereftr, uch fve to be approptiaied entirely b the college. I 
there: , such fees to be ap en 
would also suggest that mem should be eligible for eleetion to 
fellowships upon certain conditions as in the case of the Royal 
Institute of British Architects. 

I venture to think that the alterations I have ed are not 
impracticable, and if carried out can but have the effect of adding to 
the strength, dignity and influence of our governing body, and qjso, I 
hope, of attracting to it those who now hold aloof, thinking that its 
membership is of little or no im 
A MEMBER oF THE INcoRPORATED Law Socrgry, 








May 24. 

It is announced that Mr. Justice Barnes, who is suffering from —_ 
indisposition, and is at present on the Continent, will resume his in 
court on Monday next. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


Court of Appeal. 
BRADSHAW v. WIDDRINGTON. No. 2. 15th May. 


Lawration: Statutrs—Morrcace— Payment or JNTEREST BY PERSON 
Liantz To THE Mortrcacor To Pay—Rrat Property Limiration Act, 
1874 (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), 8. 8. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
698). On the let of October, 1879, James E. Bradshaw mortgaged t-e 
** Fair Oak”’’ estate to the trustees of the will of Sir E. Oust to secure the 
repayment of a sum of £5,171 14s. 6d and interest at 4 percent. James E. 
Bradshaw borrowed the money for his ron William Bradshaw, to whom it 
was immediately paid over. On the same day William Bradshaw executed in 
favour of his fatner a bond to secure the repayment to him of the money 
Jent—that 1s to say, the principal money due under the mortgage and 
interest at 4 per cent. Oartmell Harrison, of the firm of Birch, Ingram, 
& Harrison, acted as solicitor for all parties, and the deeds were left in his 
keeping. In the books of the firm until 1885 William Bradshaw was treated 
as paying the intere:t on the mortgage to his father J. E, Bradshaw, and 
the Oust tructees as receiving it, although J. E. Bradshaw in his account 
was not treated as receiving it from his son. After 1885, and down to 
1892, in his account William Bradshaw was treated as paying the interest: 
direct to the Cust trustees. William Bradshaw was not called asa witness to 
explain the transaction. Buckley, J., concluded that as between his father 
and himeelf William Bradshaw was liable to pay the interest, and that 
there was a special arrangement between them that the son, having had the 
moxey, thould keep down the interest upon it. In September, 1887, 
James E. Bradshaw died, leaving Wiiliam Bradshaw and Harrison bis execu- 
tors. In October, 1892, William Bradsiiaw paid Harrison the mortgage 
money. The money appeared in the books of the firm as a credit 
on the account of William Bradshaw. Harrison misappropriated the 
mcney and nevr paid it to the Cust trustees. In the books the trustees 
were treated as having had the money, and they continued also to be 
treated as receiving from time to time the interest due upon it. The 
interest was in fact paid to the Cust trustees by Harrison down to 1898 or 
1899. In 1899 Harrison committed suicide. Part of the Fair Oak estate 
was conveyed to C:lonel J. E. Bradshaw in 1884 in exchange for other 
land which he gave to his father, and be had purchased the remainder 
from the trustees of his father’s settlement. In both cases he bought 
without knowing of the Cust mortgage, and the property was expressed to 
be conveyed free from incumbrances. Harrison acted as solicitor for 
Colonel Bradshaw in these purchases, and the deeds remained in his hands. 
After the death of Harrison the Cust trustees gave notice to Colonel 
Bradshaw to pay off the mortgage, and that in default they would sell the 
ort: Ttereupon Colonel Bradshaw t rought the present action for a 

tion that their right to the mortgege was extinguis ed, and for an 
injunction to prevent them selling the property. The trustees counter- 
claimed for payment of the mortgege money, or foreclosure, or sale. 
Buckley, J., gave judgment in favour of the trustees both in the action and 
on the counterclaim. The plaintiff appeal d. 

Tux Cover (Cotiins, M.R., and S1reumnc and Oozens-Harpy, L.JJ ) 

the appeal, 

Co.rms, M.R.—Dealing with the uncontested facts of this case, how 
does the matter stand? You have a mortgage created, you have interest 
paid upon it up to a period within the Statute of Limitations by a person 
who is admitted to have been the solicitor for the mortgagor himeelf and 
afterwards for his trustees, and you have the payment admittedly received 
as and for a payment under this mortgage by the mortgagees. That seems 
to me to be sufficient to justify the mortgagees in saying that th+re has 
been a continuous payment of interest by a person who primd facie was 
the proper person to pay it to persons who have received it under the 
mortgage. That throws the onus of proof on the plaintiff, and the question 
is whether be has discharged that onus by shewing that these payments were 
made under tuch circumstances as not to be paym«nts by the mortgagor 
within the Statute of limitations. If the case rested there, it seems to 
me that the plaintiff would have no amwer, because hé elected not to 
call the person new living who knows most about this matter—viz,, 
Mr. William Bradshaw. Having elected not tocall Mr. William Bradshaw, 
he now objects to the admissibility of the accounts kept by Mr. Harrison 
which purport to shew the whole history of these financial dealings. It 
seems to me that the pl-intiff canx ot advance one step in this case witt out 

oing into those accounts, Therefore I think that this decision might be 
pow J rested quite apart from anything in those accounts, but as the 
plaintiff, though trying to keep them cut, has bimself relied on tome of 
the facte in them, I think it better to deal with them. First, as to the 
admissibility, having regard to what took place at the tr'al, I do not thi: k 
the plaintiff is now in a position to contest the admissibility of these 
accounte. Now, having said that, I propose to refer to the extract 
from the bill book kept by Mr, Harrion, which bears an entry 
** Received on account of costs of loan, 24th November, 1879, £150.’ 
That is‘s clear entry against interest, and 1 do not think it can be con- 
tended that this bill book is not admirsible in evidence But when once 
you get it in evidence it really tells the whole tranraction out of which 
this mortgage arose, and without going through the entries in detail it 
seems to me that the fair and inevitable inference to be drawn from them 
is that the money was borrowed for the purposes of the son, Mr. William 
Bradshaw, by the machinery of Mr. James KE. Bradshaw, the father, giving a 





the bill, how can that be said to be a payment not by the mortgagor? 
It isa payment which was made under an obligation imposed by the bargain 
between the parties that William should pay. Now the payment must be 
such a payment as founds the inference that the mortgagor acknowledges the 
security as a still subsisting security. That is the meaning of saying that 
the statute only runs from the time of payment. It does not say in terms in 


paid by the person William who had come under the obligation evidenced 
y 


implies, and the cases have established, that it must be such a payment 
as will operate as an acknowl: dgment by the mortgagor of the subsistence 
of the security. Now, whether the person who pays has the obligation 
imposed on him by law as a legal agent, or whether you have him appointed 
to psy under some arrangement with the mortgagor himeelf, so long ag 
be pays with the assent, express or implied or imposed, of the mortgagor 
that seems to me a payment that keeps alive the liability of the mortgagor, 
being in point of law an admission by him of the subsistence of 
the security. It seems to me that you have that element exactly in 
this case if it is inferred as a fact, as I have no hesitation 
in inferring, that the arrangement at the inception of this mortgage 
was that the money was borrowed for the purposes of the fon, and that 
as between the father and the son the son was the real debtor and the 
father the surety. Then the plaintiff says that these entries shew that 
the mortgage was paid off, and though it was not in point of fact paid off 
and interest continued to be paid by William, he contends that this entry 
indicates, at any rate, some arrangement whereby the father understood 
that it either had been paid off or that arrangements were going to be 
made to pay it off, which justified him in thinking that he might, as he 
did, convey the estate to the plaintiff free from incumbrances. But though 
these entries are admissible, they are like every other evidence, to be simply 
taken for what they are worth. They do not become absolutely unim- 
peachable because they are admitted as evidence. Knowing as we do 
that Mr Harrison had falsified his books, where the entries are incon- 
sistent with other facts that cannot be disputed we must accept 
the inference that they cannot be relied upon. The plaintiff 
conterds that if we admit these accounts at all we are bonnd to sccept 
them abso'utely and for all purposes and without qualification. I do not 
agree to that at all. Th-y are only evidence, and they are to be weighed 
as every other evidence 1s weighed, according to probabilities and accord- 
ing to the admitted facts, and where they, or some particular entry, do not 
agree with those, they or it must be rejected. If you take this particular 
entry it does not accord with the admitted facts, and it seems to me, 
therefore, that that particular piece of evidence is displaced. Then it is 
eaid that the payment by William can only be relied on as taking the case out 
of the statute upon the inference that it is done with the assent of the 
mortgagor, and if the mortgagcr is under the impression that the mortgage 
was paid off, that ge's rid of any implied assent or admission on his part 
that the security is still subsisting. me regarded it as at an end, and you 
cannot draw from any payment by William the inference that the father 
assented to the eecurity being kept alive. But that point cannot be main- 
tained if you once assent to the view I take, and which Buckley, J., took, 
of the original arrangement for the mortgage loan. William came undera 
liability to his father to pay the interest and the principal so long as the 
mortgage subsisted. The obligation continued upon him so long as the 
mortgage deed eubsisted, whether the father thought it subsisted or not, 
and a payment by him under those circumstances would by virtue of the 
contract with his father be a payment which would enure as a payment in 
relief of the mortgage. ‘I'bat contract would survive although the 
mortgagor was dead. Therefore it was obligatory upon William as 
between himself and the estate after the death of the montanes 
to keep alive the mortgage and to pay the interest as he 
pay it, although his father might at one time have been under 
the impression that the mortgage had been paid off. Therefore 
it seems to me that you get a payment which has all the essentials to make 
it an admission by the mortgagor that the mortgage still subsists. Then 
the plaintiff rais-s another point. He eays, ‘‘ Here you have 2 payment 
by a person after the death of his father, and it is a payment by a person 
who, although he was executor, still continued to be what he was before ””— 
that is to say, the person for whom the money was really borrowed— 
‘*and no payment made by him can have any more force or effect than if 
he bad not been executor at all.” No doubt after the father’s death 
the position was changed. The father was not there to be taken 
to make personally the admission involved in a payment made by his 
son of the intere:t, but there were his representatives, the executors, 
who would be just as much bound as the father would have been 
if be kad been alive. The executors could make the admission, 
and could make the payment, and a fortiori, if they were bound by the 
contract made by the testator as bis representatives, they were bound by 
that to assent to what was done in carrying out that contract by the other 
party to it. ‘The other difficulty arises from the fact that the other party 
to the contract, William, was himself executor, but it was competent for 
William and Harricon as executors to stand in the‘thoes of the testator, 
and approve of that which has been done by one of them in carrying out 
the bargain of the original loan. Therefore it seems to me that the pay- 
ment by William when he was executor is exactly on the same footing as 
the payment by William before his father died, and therefore was a good 
payment to take the case out of the statute. It is not necessary to go 
into the cases, but Lewin v. Wilson (11 A. O. 639) covers the position which 
I find, as a fact, was the position of the father and the son in relation to 
this mortgage. For these reasons I think that the judgment of 
Buckley, J., was right and that this appeal ought to be dismissed. 
Srmime and Oozens-Hanpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounser, HZ. 
Terrell, K.0., and K. Wood ; Birrell, K.0., ond G. Henderson ; Astbury, K.0. 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
SWEET v. THE BISHOP OF ELY. Joyce, J. 13th and 16th May. 


EccuestasticaL Law—Vicar—JvuproraL SparaTion FRoM Wire— 
PersisteNT CrveLty—Vicar Deprivep or PrereRMENT BY BisHop— 
Vaupity or Bisnor’s Dectaration—Matrimoniat Oavses Act, 1878 
(41 & 42 Vier. c. 19), 8. 34—Crercy Diecrpting Act, 1892 (55 & 56 
Vier. c. 32), 8. 1, sun-section 1 (p) (8)—SumMmary JvrRIspIcTION 
(MarRigp Women) Act, 1895 (58 & 59 Vicr. c. 39), ss 4, 5, 12— 
InrerPRETATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 68), s. 38. 


This was a motion by the Vicar of Cowlinge, in the county of Suffolk, 
to restrain the Bishop of Ely and a churchwarden of the parish of Cow- 
linge from interfering with the plaintiff’s enjoyment of the preferment of 
Cowlinge, and from instituting any other person into the preferment, or 
from treating as valid, or acting upon, a declaration made by the bishop 
that the said preferment was vacant. The patrons of the living, the 
Fellows and Scholars of Trinity Hall, Cambridge, were also joined as 
defendants, but the plaintiff’s claim was eubstantially against the bishop, 
who had made a declaration under the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, that 
the living was vacant, and against the churchwarden, who, actiag 
on the bishop’s declaration, had given the plaintiff notice 
to quit the vicarage. It appeared that the plaintiff was married in 
the year 1880, and became vicar of Oowlinge in the month of February, 
1891. On the 28th of January, 1902, a separation order was made under 
the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, against the 

laintiff, by the Newmarket justices at petty sessions, upon the application. 
of the plaintiff's wife, upon the ground of his persistent cruelty to her. 
The plaintiff made no appeal against this order, which had accordingly 
become ‘‘conclusive,” In coneequence of these proceedings, on the 7th of 
March, 1902, the Bishop of Ely, acting, or purporting to act, under section 1 
of the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, declared the living of Cowlioge vacant, 
and the churchwarden thereupon took possession of the church, and 
prevented the plaintiff from having acce:s thereto, and gave him notice 
to quit the vicarage. The plaintiff thereupon commenced thss> 
proceedings, alleging that the declaration made by the bishop was 
jnvalid and unauthorized. The question of valiaity turned upon 
the construction of several Acts of Parliament, the effect of 
which are shortly as follows: By section 4 of the Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1878, it is provided, in effect, that if a husband shall be convicted, 
cummarily or otherwise, of an aggravated assault (as defined by cection 43 
of the Uffences Against the Person Act, 1861) upon his wife, the court or 
magistrate may order that the wife be no longer bound to cohabit with 
her husband, and such an order has the force and effect in all respects of 
a decree for judicial separation on the ground of cruelty. Section 1 of 
the Olergy Discipline Act, 1892, provides (inter alia) that if cither (d) an 
order f r judicial separation is made against a clergyman in a divorca or 
matrimonial cause, or (¢) a separatiioh order is made under the Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1878, then after the date at which the order becomes conclusive 
the preferment (if any) held by him shall, without further trial, be 
declared vacant by the bishop. By section 12 of the Summary Jurisdic- 
tion (Married Women) Act, 1895, section 4 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 
1878, is repealed; but section 4 of the Act of 1895 re-enacted its 

rovisions, and further provides that any murried woman whose 
usband shall have been guilty of persistent cruelty to her, and shall by 
such cruelty have causcd her to leave and live separately and apart 
from him, may apply to a court of summary jarisdiction for an order 
under the Act ; and section 5 provides that the court may make an order 
containing (amongst others) a provision that the applicant be no longer 
bound to cohabit with her husband, which provision, while in force, is to 
have the effect in all respects of a decree for judicial separation upon the 
ground of cruelty. Section 38 of the Interpretation Act, 1889, provides 
that where any Act repeals and re-enacts, with or without modifications, 
any provisions of a former Act, references in any other Act to the 
provisions so repealed shall, unless the contrary intention appears, 
be construed as references to the provisions so re-enacted. It was 
argaed for the plaintiff that the Olergy Discipline Act, 1892, 
gave power to the bishop to deprive a clergyman of his living in 
cases where a separation order was made against him upon the grounds 
of an ‘‘eggravated assault’? committed by him upon his wife, but 
upon that ground only, and that it was not a proper mode of interpreta- 
tion to say that the same penalty cou'd ensue now in cases such as the 
present one merely because the Legislature had, in a subsequent Act, 
given power to eeparate husband and wife on various other grounds, 
including persistent cruelty, whic did not involve moral culpability on the 
part of the clergyman nor unfitness for his office; and they conterded 
that section 4 of the Summary Jurisciction (Married Women) Act, 1895, 
was not a re-enactment ‘‘ with or without modifications” of section 4 of 
the Matrimonial Causes Ac‘, 1878, within the meaning of section 38 of the 
Interpretation Act, 1889. ‘The defendants argued that even if the 
provisions in the Act of 1895 were not a re-enactment of section 4 of the 
Act of 1878, yet that the bishop could make the declaration under 
section 1, sub-section 1 (d), of the Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, as the 
proceedings before the Newmarket justices were made “in a divorce or 
matrimonial cauee.’’ 

Joycr, J., after stating the facte, said that it should be observed that the 
Matrimonial Oauses Act, 1878, did not authorizs a separation order to be 
made upon the alternative or additional ground of persistent cruelty 
(which was introduced by the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women 
Act, 1895), but only upon the ground of a conviction for an aggravate 
assault. Section 4 of the Act of 1878 was repealed by the Act of 1895, 
under which the order in the present case was made. His lordship then 


was advised that, by virtue of that section, the reference in the Clergy 
Discipline Act to the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878, must now be construed 
and treated as a reference to the Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) 
Act, 1895, so as to require the bishop, for the purposes of the Olergy 
Discipline Act, 1892, to treat the separation order just as if it were a 
separation order under the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878. The bishop 
had accordingly proceeded to declara the preferment vacant. In his 
lordship’s opinion this view of the law, which the bishop had acted upon, 
could not be maintained. His lordship could not regard the provision in the 
Summary Jurisdiction (Married Women) Act, 1895, which authorized the 
making of a separation order on the ground —— cruelty, as a re- 
enactment, or part of a re-enactment, with modifications, of the provisions 
in section 4 of the Matrimonial Oauses Act, 1878, enabling a separation 
order to be made upon the ground of conviction for an vated assault. 
The defendant’s main contention was that the order made in 
the present case was an order for judicial separation in a divorce or matri- 
monial cause, within section 1, sub-section 1 (d), of the Clergy Discipline 
Act, 1892. Although it was quite clear from section 5 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1895, that the provision in a separation order made 
under that Act, that the applicant be no longer bound to cohabit 
with her husband, had the effect of a decree of judicial separation upon the 
ground of cruelty, yet it could not be said that it was an order for 
judicial separation, and at all events such an order made by justices— 
even if a cause at all, was not, in his lordship’s opision, an order for judicial 
saparation made in a divorce or matrimonial cause, the jurisdiction 
in which was now vested in one of the divisions of the High Court. If 
the separation order in the present case was mghtly described as an order 
for judicial separation in a divorce or matrimonial cause, a fortiori would 
this have been the case with a separation order made under section 4 of 
the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1878. But if such were the view of the 
Legislature, sub-section 1 (¢) of section 1 of the Clergy Lircipline Act, 
1878, would be wholly unnecessary. These statutory enactments must be 
strictly corstrued, and under the circumstances his lordship found bimself 
compelled to hold that the declaration made by the bishop was unauthor- 
ized and invalid. The plaintiff was therefore entitled to an iojunction, 
but execution would be stayed for three weeks, so that the services of the 
church should not be interfered with and to give the defendants an oppor- 
tunity to appeal should they be so advised. As to the costs, the bishop 
had made a very pardonable mistake as to the law, if it werea mistake, 
so the parties must pay their own costs.—CounsgL, B. Clayton ; Dibdin, 
K.C., and J. G. Talbot. Soxtcrrons, Ruston, Clarke, § Ruston, for A. H. ¢ 
R. Ruston, Newmarket ; Lea, Bolton, § Lea; Cole § Ja:kson, for Francis, 
Francis, § Collin, Cambridge. 
{Reported by C. B. Cama, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re A SOLICITOR. Div. Court. 16th May. 


ALLEGED ProresstonalL Misconptct—BaiL—INDEMNIFICATION OF PERSON 
Givine Ir. 


This application raised, among other questions, a novel question as to 
the responsibility of a solicitor who either indemnifies, or promises to 
indemnify, bail. In this case the Committee found that the solicitor 
allowed the surety for the accused (a client of his), to become aware, when 
he consented to become bail, that the Pera wife had placed or 
left £50 in the hands of the solicitor to indem bail, and they reported 
that it was improper conduct in a solicitor to indemnify bail. Fer the 
society it was contended that a contract to indemnify bail is an illegal 
contract, and that a solicitor, who is an officer of the court, ought not to be 
ef to any such proceeding. The true view as to bail was expressed by 
Lord Esher in Hermann vy. Jeachner (33 W. R. 608, L. R. 15 Q. B. 561) 
that the surety was bound at his peril to see that the order of the court 
was obeyed, but if money to the amount for which the surety is respon- 
sible is deposited with him as an indemnity against any lo:s he may 
sustain by reason of his principal's conduct, the surety has no intcrest 
in taking care that the condition of the recgnizince is performed. The 
following cases were also cited: Dicus v. Warne (3 Dowl. 812), Con- 
solidated Exploration and Finance Co. v. Musgrave (48 W. R. 298; 1900, 1 
Ch. 37). For the respondent it was contended (1) that the offence was 
not borne out by the evidence, and (2) on the authority of R. v. Broome 
(18 L. 'T. 19) that no off: nce was committedin indemnifsing bail. In that 
case it wa3 ruled that it was no obje:tion to bail that the bal was 
indemnified on or in behalf cf the prisoner. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atversrong, O.J., and Dartive and Cranne.t, JJ.) 
upheld the report. 

Lord Atvenstonr, O.J., after stating the facts, said: In dea‘ing with 
the matter I wish, first, to express my opinion that if a solicitor is party 
to a bp a whereby a surety is indemnified against the consequences 
of his being bail, so that in fact he has no responsibility, and affurds no 
safeguard whereby the person for whom security is given wil) be before 
the court, that is unprofessional conduct, and in the event of it being 
established that the rolicitor was ny pee to such a transaction to the 
fall extent, if I may use the expression, the punishment ought to be by 
no means nominal, In this case we are justified in taking the view that 
the tribunal did not find the solicitor guilty of the full measure of pro- 
fessional misconduct, but it is impossible to overlook the fact he 
a party to ths arrangement for g the money to be in 
hands for the purpose indicated by the committee. This conduct is 
that a professsional man should not ba capable of, or party and 
solicitor must pay the whole of the costs here and before the Incorpora 
Law Society.—Counssi, F. M. Hollams ; Rawlinson, K.C., and Abinger. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 
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Roman Law. 
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A. B. Voules, I.T. 
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The number examined was 73, of whom 47 passed. 
One candidate was postponed until the Hilary examination, 1903. 
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The number examined was 81, of whom 57 
One candidate was postponed until the Hilary Examination, 1903. 
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Bowker, John Weldon 
w, Thomas Ewart Hamer 

Buckeridge, George Gordon 

Buckley, William 

Buzzard, Harold Lindsey 

Carr, Jeffery Grey 

Clarke, Warren 

Clough, Harry Newsome 

Cooper, Philip Edward 

Crawford, William Lindsay 

Orickett, George Walton 

Crompton, William Earle 

Crooke, Victor 

Dawson Joshua 

Derry, Frederick William 

Devonshire, Edward Roy 

Digby-Green, Arthur 

Duckworth, John Ralph 

Eekell, Richard Lisle 

Evans, Cyril Henry Shenton 

Fielding, Walter 

Goddard, Philip Henry 

Gunson, Henry 

Barris, Aubrey Walter 

Hasler, Henry William Morley 

Hatfield, Lawrence Victor 

Hay, James Frederick 

Haywood, Charles 

Hebron, Joseph 

Hemingway, Edward Cecil 

Hett, Edmund John Roslin 

Hill, Roger Wilbraham 

Hodge, Henry 

Horner, Jobn Gerard 

Hughes, Francis Vaughan 

Hughes, William Edward 

Ingbam, Henry 

Tzard, Walter Wallace 

James, Percy Watkins 

Johnson, George 

Jones, William 

Ker:haw, Joseph Harry 

King, Cuthbert Francis 

Kitchen, William Croysdale 

Lamb, John Singleton 


Leonard, Fred 

Liddle, Percy og! 
Mangnall, Harold Richardson 
Mann, John Dalla 

Massey, George Edward 
Miller, — 

Morgan, Llewellyn Rees 
Morris, Harold Spencer 
Murray, Edward Douglas 
Myers, Henry John 

Ollard, Kenneth de Havilland 
Palmer, William James 
Parker, John Anthony 
Pashley, Rors Pilcher 
Pattissov, Walter Edward Luard 
Pearce-Jones, Keith Harper 
Pickles, Arthur 

Pilbrow, Albert Horace 
Plant, Edmund Hubert 
Powell, Harry George 
Redman, Henry Gordon 
Rees, Rees Morgan 

Riteon, Robert 

Rogere, Sydney 

Sayers, William Warwick 
Schooling, Bernard Alberc 
Simpson, Leonard William 
Slack, Edward Sidebottom 
Stallon, Frank Douglas 
Stayte, Thomas 

Stone, Gerald Owen 

Tait, Anthony McHarg 
Thomas, John Page 
Thomas, William Morgan 
Wall, Harry 

Warburton, Thomas Alfred 
Ward, John Percival 
Watts, Henry Arthur Dixon 
West, Robert Cecil 

White, Charles Ashwin 
White, Harold Forbes 
Wilks, Charles E. 

Wilson, George Henry 
Wilson, Guy Denis 











YORSKHIRE LAWYERS AND PROPERTY OWNERS 
ON COMPULSORY REGISTRATION OF TITLE, 


A REPRESENTATIVE meeling was held at the Philosophical Hall, Leeds, on 
the 23rd inst., of solicitors, landowners, and other persons interested in 
the transfer of land to hear an addres by Mr. J-S Rubinstein on the 
Land Transfer Acts. The meeting was organiz'd by the Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies, and invitations to attend were addressed to town 
clerks, the members of the West Riding County Council, presidents of 
Chambers of Commerce and building Sccieties, and others iuterested 
in the question. The meeting (says the Yorkshire Post, to which we are 
indebted for the following report), was ‘‘a big one, gentlemen being 
present from all over the West Riding.”” The chair was taken by Mr. 
Antuur Mippieton, solicitor, Leeds; and he was supported, among 
others, by Messrs. A. Copson Peake and H. Denison, Leeds; James 
Dixon and T. L. Locking, Hull; R. I. Sugden and A. H. Blaukley, 
Bradford: A. Ridgway, Dewsbury; G. W. L. Fernandes and H. Plews, 
Wakefield ; E. Booth and J. Bairstow, Halifax; E. T. Clarke, Goole; 
J. R. Wood and H. V. Scott, York. 

The CuarrMan, who was cordially received, said the registration of title 
to land—a totally different thing to mere registration of decds—had been 
the subject cf discussion and contention for the past quarter of a century, 
but it had been reserved for the present Government, under the advice of 
the Lord Obancellor, to attempt what was a doubtful boon to the unleamed 
and patient landowner without his request, against his wishes, and 
apparently regardle's of ultimate results. Pointing out that the Land 
Transfer Act of 1875 died of inanition, Mr. Middleton shewed that the 
“‘fossil,’’ as he called it, was revivified and slightly amended by the Act 
passed in 1897, when the Government decided that some definite area, at 
the very least, should be compelled by force to swallow the physic, 
whether palatable, beneficial, or injurious, The medicine had now 
been in use for three years, but he had not heard that any of the 
neighbours who had seen it administered or watched its effects 
had petitioned to be allowed to participate. On the contrary, the City 
of London had arraigned themselves in active opposition to the measure. 
No one suggested that registration of title to land as it now existed 
was of no use or value to anyone, ‘‘ but that,’’ said the chairman, ‘is not 
the question. The question is, Is it of value to the great majority, and a 
great improvement all round on the present system? The legal pro- 
fession are bound to do their conveyancing under the law as it stands, 
and they do not possess the power to make alterations. The Government, 
even on a voluntary system, enter into competition with them, but by the 
use of different means applicable to Government departments only, which 
possess the further advantage that they can make amendments in their 
methods and procedure without difficulty, whilet the profession cannot.” 
Thus competition between the two methods became unreasonable and 


unfair. One result would be to create an immense mass of political 
patronage, which would continue for all time. Public offices, costing a 
quarter of a million of money, avd an array of about 200 paid officials, at 
the annual expenditure of very little short of £40,000, for ome compara- 
tively small area, were the immediate results of a preliminary canter. It 
must not be forgotten, the chairman added, that the disadvantages must 
of necessity be much greater in the provinces than they are in the present 
first trial area, where practically the whole of those interested in the land 
are, like the land itself, within easy reach of the public office whers 
business had to be transacted. It had been repeatedly admitted by the 
highest authorities, including Mr. Brickdale, the present trar, that to 
put the title to and transfer of real estate on the same simple level as the 
title to and transfer of stocks and shares was impossible in this country. 
Mr. Ruutnsrern said that a system of conveyancing to be eatitfactory must 
be simple, must be y, must be cheap, and must be eafe, and he thougbt 
he should be able to shew them that the new system of compulsory registra- 
tion of title under the Land Transfer Act of 1897 would not bear compari- 
son with the old system under the Act introduced by Lord Cairns in 1881. 
Of the whole of the transactions the new system would affect, 95 per cent. 
were of the ordinsry, every-day kind, without any complications, and 
since the Act of 1881 there had been no difficulty whatever in onan with 
; them. In these cases, the ordinary, formal parts of a deed could be 
placed on a sheet of a Under the Land Transfer Act of 1897, 
three titles were provided for, an absolute title, a qualified 
title, and a possessory title. There was no simplicity effected by 
substituting three characters of title for the one that existed before. In 
practice, however, the absolute title was almost impossible to get, and it 
‘had scarcely been asked for in the last three years. The qualified title 
shewed a flaw on the face of it; the framers of the Act had no practical 
conveyancing «xperience. The possessory title was the only one asked for, 
the only one they were expected to ask for. The modus operandi was as 
follows: ‘‘Having got your conveyance completed, you take into the 
Registry Office a draft statement of what you want to appear on the 
certificate—the names of the parties, the purchase price, and a descrip- 
tion of the property. Having taken that into the registry, your 
next prict is to identify the property you have purchased with its 
position as it appears cn the ordnanc2 map. This creates at times 
a good deal of difficulty and trouble. Ordnance maps were never 
made out for such purpose; as this, and as a consequence when you take 
in the plan of the property and try to fit it in with the plan as it appears 
on the ordnance map, ne 4 do not agree.’’ All this work took a great deal 
more than ten days, which was the least time it could be done in; it was 
supplemental to the 1881 system, and in that respect it could not be 
euggerted there was any simplification. Nor would proceedings dealing 
with the registered pro in case of a subsequent sale be facilitated one 
iota. The same work would have to be gone through as in the first instance. 
It might be euggeated that in course of years—as the Land Registry 
iteelf suggested — the possessory certificate would grow into value, 
and would become such an important document that it would obviate 
the necessily of looking outside it. On that point the registry 
was misleading. The possessory certificate was not sufficient to 
establish a title. Producing a possessory certificate, which he described 
as looking like a glorified echool certificate, Mr. Rutinsteia illustrated his 
argument by citing a case wherein assigament was made of a leasehold 
interest. After presenting the details, he remarked, ‘‘ I defy any human 
being to say from the certificate what my client has bought. You have 
two documents to -* before youcan find out.” In the case of pur- 
chase of a freehold ground-rent, they had a certificate by which the 
purchaser would appear to be the absolute owner of the y; there 
was not a word upon it to show that there was a lease which affected the 
property and out of which the purchaser got hisground-rent. The treatise 
on this Act written by Mr. C. F. Brickdale, the Chief Registrar, ran to 600 
pages—a bulky volume on this “‘ simple Act.’’ Mr. Brickdale admtted— 
‘It is impossible in five sections of the Act of Parliament fo alter the 
common law as to devolution of land without raising a crop of nice questions.”’ 
Dealing with the claim that the new.system facilitated despatch, Mr. 
Rubinstein said that under the old system many transactions were com- 
p’eted in a week, some in a day. Under the new system ten days was the 
least time in which anything of the sort could be done. A case under his 
own notice occupied between seven and eight weeks. The difficulty was 
with the plan; they got nothing but an outline from the ordnance; it 
shewed no boundaries; no court of law accepted an ordnance map as 
evidence, and what advantage it was to shew this marked round in red he 
could not conceive. There were cases in which financial considerations 
demanded urgency. ‘You must wait,” said Mr. Rubinstein, until 
the certificate can pass through the office. The officials want their 
days of rest, they want their sleep; their holidays and their office 
hours must be obeerved, and we know from experience that they 
observe them.’’ Under the old system a man wanting money in an 
emergency could take his deeds to his banker and get it. Now he would 
produce the deeds and the certificate shewing that he was the regictered 
proprietor. ‘‘ Yes,’’ the banker would say, *‘ but I must have my charge 
registered, for until then you cannot give me security.” Then th 
attention of the officials had to be waited for, and until the matter had 
gone through the office the unfortunate man had to wait for his money. 
The old system was of convenience to buil and land societies, inasmuch 
as it enabled a man to by instalments und in the end get a free 
conveyance—which was a great attraction. Now the land societies could 
not give free conveyances because they had to through the routine 
of the Registry Office at a good deal of trouble and expence. In 
the cage of land divided into plots, the man who purchased a 
plot found his troubles commence when he got his conveyance. No plots 
were shewn on the ordnance map, and until the man had fenced ro his 
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plot, or put in his footings, which might cost as much as the land itself, 
6 cffice would not shew it on the map. Then there was the question of 

pence. Under the first registration it was admitted the solicitor was 
entitled to his scale charges fixed by Lord Cairns’ Act, which were, up to 
purchase for £400 the 
solicitor was entitled under the scale to £6, to which must be added £2 
stamp duty. making £8. Additional charges consequent on registration 
were £2 2s. for a solicitor’s fee on registration, and #1 4s. Land Registry 
fee, being at the rate of 6s. per cent , so the total was now £11 6s., or 40 


£1,000, 14 per cent. Under the new system, on a 


per cent. more for the pleasure of first registration. A second registration 
would cost the same, and, in addition, this Act must give rise to endless 
litigation— from a professional point of view, remunerative, of course. To 
conclude, fraud crept in. Under the old system it was unknown. Under 
the new system there was the duplication of deeds—the title deed and the 
official certificate issued by the registry. That permitted fraud. Mr. 
Rubinstein shewed how a dishonest man might go to the registry with a 
conveyance of land to which he had no right, and without the true owner 
knowing anything about it. As long as the dishonest man cared 
to psy the stamp duties and the fees, he could get as many 
certificates as ke pleased. Oould they conceive anything more 
wicked than such a system? He warned them that the Govern- 
ment had their eyes on Yorkshire. In Yorkshire they had a Registry 
of Deeds, and therefore the nucleus of a staff which would make it easier 
to bring the system into operation than in counties where there was no 
such registry. The county council, however, must ask for the compulsory 
registry of title to be introduced. ‘‘ You may depend upon it that wires 
will be pulled and under-currents will be set loose with the object of 
bringing that about.’’ He trusted the people of the county would insist 
upon an inquiry into this system before it was allowed to be introduced. 

A large number of questions were put to Mr. Rubinstein beating on the 
working of the Act in the County of London. 

Alderman Gorpon (Leeds) ultimately moved: “That as it bas not yet 
been definitely accertained whether the matter of registration of title 
under the Land Transfer Act has been a success or a failure, this 
meeting deems it highly inexpedient that any further area should 
be tubjected to the operation of these Acts until some com- 
petent authority, after boldivng a sufficiently full and indepen- 
dent inquiry, shajl report in favour of such a course. Mr. 
Gordon said the out:ide public usually credited the legal world with 
rather more than the usu1l amount of selfishness in matters affecting its 
status and remuneration, but it seemed perfectly clear that whatever might 
arise out of these Acts in generations to come, the present generation of 
lawyers was bound to benefit by enormously increased remuneration if the 
Acts were put in force throughout the county, Therefore, the public, 
instead of viewing legal opinions upon this question with their usual 
diffidence, ought to accept them as beivg more or less impartial. The 
rystem at prerent in operation in the Weet Riding bad proved to be very 
perfect in its operation, and it had the qualities of being speedy and not 
at all expensive. ‘‘I am sgainst the extension of officialism,’’ Alderman 
Gordon continued. ‘I recognize it is an absolute necessity of modern 
life, but its continued inroads into private enterprize is, to my mind, a 
thing which ought to be restricted as far as possible.’’ He had come to 
the conclusion that unless local officialism was tempered by continual con- 
tract with the representatives of the people, there would be the rame 
tendency as in all other officialism, to b2 autocratic and extremely difficult 
to work with. 1f that was so with local officialism, how much worse was 
Imperial officialism, untempered by contact with the representatives of 
the people? The msn who got icto the office became a law unto himself. 

Mr. T. P. Perks (barrister) seconded the resolution, which was briefly 
— by Mr. W. Wanzen (Leeds), and unanimously adopted. 

ks to Mr. Rubinstein ior his attendance, and to the chairman, 
clored the meeting. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. W. W. Grantuam, barrister-at-law, has been appointed to be 
Prosecuting Counsel to the Post Office on the South-Eastern Circuit, in 
succession to Mr. U. J. B. Hurst, who recently resigned the appointment. 


Mr. Atrrep Grorce Lascettes (King’s Advocate, Oyprus) has been 
appointed ‘Attorney -Gexeral of the Island of Ceylon. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvTIons. 


Joux Warum Paice, Joun Syvpsnnam Francis, and Srexcer Be nnarp 
Kewpatt, solicitors ‘Kendall, Price, & Francis), 61, Oarey-street, London, 
W.O. Sept. 29,1901. The said business, as from the said 29th day of 
September, 1901, has been and will in future be carried on by the said 
Jobn William Price and Spencer Bernard Kendall, under the style or firm 
aforesaid. (Gazette, May 23. 

Anrave Torriano Bicxanps and Henry Arssiie H111, solicitors (Hill, 
fion, & Hickards), 40, Uld Broad-street, London. May 13. In future 
such business will be carried on by the said Arthur ‘rorriano Rickards 
under the same style as heretofore. [ Gaz+tte, May 27. 


—_— 


GENERAL. 
The Law Courts were to be closed on Friday, the day on which his 





It is stated that Mr. Arthur Wing Pinero, the dramatist, is the son of 
Mr. John Daniel Pinero, solicitor, and was himself at one time intended 
for the legal profession. The name of his father does not occur in the 
Law List. 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Bigham will have charge of the list of com. 
mercial actions and summonses during the Trinity sittings until the 19th 
of June. Mr. Justice Walton will succeed him until the end of June, when 
the business will be transferred to Mr. Justice Kennedy. 


It is announced that the King ha’, on the recommendation of the 
Secretary for Scotland, to whom the names were submitted by the Lord 
Justice-General, conferred the rank and dignity of Couusel to his Majesty 
in Scotland on Mr. William ©. Smith, Mr. James Ferguson, and Mr, 
Christopher N. Johnston, Advocates at the Scottish bar. 


Anovel action war, saysthe Datly Mail, heard in the Axbridge County Court, 
on Wednesday, when two farmers possessing pasture rights over a common 
land claimed damages against the defendant, who shot over the estate, for 
allowing rabbits to increase so unreasonably as to destroy the pasture. The 
judge held there was no obligation on the part of the defendant to keep 
the rabbits down. 


Sir Frederic Lacy Robinson, late Deputy-Chairman of the Board of Inland 
Revenue, and Mr. Esmond Henry Wodehouse, O.B., late Commissioner of 
Inland Revenue, were presented on Wednesday with services of plate on the 
occasion of their retirement from the Inland Revenue Department. The 
— was made, on behalf of members of the department, by Mr. 

homas Narrien Crafer, secretary to tho board. 


Tired of the long-winded oratory of the attorney for the deferce, the 
judge, rays the Chicago Tribune, interrupted him. ‘‘ Mr. Sharke,”’ he eaid, 
** may I ask you a question?’ ‘ Qertamly, your honour. What is it?” 
‘* Language,’’ said the judge, ‘‘ we ‘are told, is given to conceal thought, 
or words to that effect. Inasmuch as you don’t seem to have any thought 
to conceal, I would like to know why you are talking ?”’ 


The Ber.ia correspondent of the Times, announces the death, on the 24th 
of May, of Dr. Kiigler, President of the chief Prussian Court of Adminis- 
tration. He entered the judicial service in 1871, but was only appointed 
last February to the position he held at the time of his death. Dr. 
Kiigler, who was for many years an offisial of the Prussian Ministry of 
Education, took an interest in the development of the Prussian elementary 
school system, and was a member of the Oommission for land settle- 
ment in Polish Piussia and of the Oentral Committce of the Red Cross 
Society. 

The Wilton Ciub Buildings Co. (Limited), of Manchester, had, on 
Wednesday, says the Daity Mail, to psy £130 in fines and costs for 
neglecting to comply with the regulations of the Companies Act. The 
offences alleged were failure to send a copy of the register containing the 
names, addresses, and occupations of the directors and managers to the 
Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, and failing to send in a list of the 
members of the company with the shares held by each. Under the firat 
charge fines of £5 a day for twenty days were inflicted, while in regard to 
the latter, fines of £5 with regard to two cases were imposed, 


The following are the arrangements fcr hearing probate and divorc) 
cases during the ensuing Trinity sittings: Undefended matrimonial ciuses 
will be taken on Tuesday and Wednesday next, and on each Monday 
during the sittings, after motions. Common jury cases will be taken on 
and after Thursday, the 29th inst. Probate and defended matrimonial 
causes f.r hearing before the court itself will be taken after the common 
juries are finished, and may aleo be taken in Court II. after June 17, when 
Adwiralty cases are not appointed to be heard. Special jury cases will be 
taken on and after Tuesday, June 17. ‘Divisional Courts will sit on 
Tuesdays, June 3, July 1, and August 5 Motions will be heard in court 
at 11 o'clock on Monday, June 2, and on each succeeding Monday during 
the sittings, and summonses before the judge will be heard at 1030 on 
pao ng the 3lst inst., and every succecding Saturday during the 
sittings. 


A decision which threatens to upset the business of a score of trust 
companies doing business as foreign corporations in the Sta‘e of Connecti- 
cut has, says the Central Law Journal, been rendered by the Supreme Court 
of Errors. It refers to the administration of estates, and means, in brief, 
that no corp ration, although specially chartered in other states, has the 
right to act as adminis'rator of Connecticut estates. The euit in question 
was brought by the Farmers’ Loan and Trust Company, of New York, 
against Francis G. Smith, resulting from the death of Edward S. Smith, 
of Waterbury. The application of the trust company to act as adminis- 
trator is denied by the Supreme Court on the ground that, as a foreiga 
corporation, it is denied by statute the right to carry on the business of 
d.ceased persons. The sweeping effect of this decision may bs seen from 
the fact that at present there are perhaps twenty foreign corporations 
handling some of the largest Connecticut estates. = 


In the course of the debate in the House of Commons on the vote for 
the Charity Commission, on Tuesday, Sir H. Fowler taid that what the 
House of Commons wanted was an opportunity of bringing to bear upon 
the official representative of the Charity Commission that judgment which 
members were entitled to on upon what, in their ignorance, they might 
think inefficient administration of the charities, and upon the perpetuation 
of this do-nothing policy. With regard to the publication of accounts he 
agrecd with the hon. member for King’s Lynn, and if these accounts were 
handed over to the county of Norfolk they would receive, he was certain, 
much better supervision than they did now. He did not want to cee this 





Mojesty’s birthday will be observed. 
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“Married Women’s Property.’’ In his introductory remarks he cautioned 
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reduced by £100, but by £30,000. Mr. Disraeli, Mr. Gladstone, Sir 
poe" Northcote, and Mr. Goschen all admitted that it was practicable 
to put the costs of the administration of these charities on the charities 
themselves. The object to be arrived at was to curtail the e ditura 
whenever they reasonably could. They held that these charges should not 
be on the consolidated fund, but ought to be defrayed by the 
charities for whose benefit the Oharity Commis:ion existed. If the Govern- 
ment said to the Oharity Commission that this must be done, the commis- 
sioners would soon submit a plan. 


“ A correspondent,’’ says the Bradford (Yorkshire) Law Students’ Journal, 
“gends us an extract from the papers of a solicitor who left Bradford many 
years ago. We reproduce it verbatim. ‘Some time last winter a lad 
whom we will call Mrs, Smith, who kept a boarding-house, took her little gir’ 

four, with her to make a call on Mrs. Brown, her near neighbour 

. Brown was busy in the kitchen, where she received her visitor with 
her usual cordiality. ‘There was a large fire blazing in the stove, and while 
the ladies were excitedly discussing the new bonnet of the local Methodist 
minister's wife, the little girl incautiously sat down on the stove. She was 
instantly convinced that it was exceedingly hot, and on loudly bewailing 
the fact, was rescued by her mother and carried home for medical treat- 
ment. A few days later Mrs. Smith burst into the room of a young law 
stadent, who was one of her boarders, and, with tears and lamentations, 
disclosed to him the fact that the child was indelibly branded with the 
legend, ‘ Patented 1872.’ These words, in raised letters, had happened 
to occupy just that part of the stov: on which the child had seated herself, 
and being heated nearly to red heat, they had reproduced themselves on 
the surface of the unfortunate child. On the improbabilities of the story 
we make no comment. It may, however, be an interesting task to the 
student to elicit all the legal points involved.’’ 


Mr. John R. Adams, writing to the St. James's Gazette on the City of 
London and the Land Registry, says: The question whether compulsory 
registration of title should be extended to the city is now under considera- 
tion, May I put a question on the subject? Assume that a man i: about 
to purcha e a city property for £10,000. Besides the expenses bitherio 
payable, he will, if the city is brought under the Land Registry, have to 
pay the following additional expen es: 


£8. d. 

Solicitor’s fee on first registration ie roe 5 5 0 
Ad valorem fee to the Land Regis‘ry ... oe 1400 
Total ... - 19 5 0 


Ishould be much obliged if any person, official or otherwise, will tell ms 
what benefit the purchaser will get for this additional expense. It is 
usally thought that this is a lawyer’s question, and that Jawyers in their 
own interest are objecting to the extension of the new system. The above 
figures shew that it is not a lawyer’s, but an owner’s, question, for, for 
years to come the lawyers will get paid; as they have hitnerto been paid, 
plus a fee on each transfer. But what will the owners get for the £14 
paid to the Land Registry on first registration and on each eubscquent 
transfer ? 


At University College, on Tuesday, Mr. Macdonell, OC B., gave, as 
Quain Professor of Comparative Law, the second of his lectures on 


his hearers against assuming that the whole body of the really living and 
working law of a country was to be found in texts and codes, and cited 
the remarks of the German jurist Ihering as to the contrast between the 
letter of early Roman law relating to the rights of women and their actual 
position. He contrasted the similarity which marked the laws relating to 
the forms ef mariage with the diversity of those as to the matrimonial 
régime respecting property. In modern Germany before the Civil Code it 
was computed there were about 100 various systems. ‘In the tangled 
history of the subject was to be traced more or less clearly one thread, and 
that is the provision for dos or dower in some form and under come name. 
You may lose the thread for a time; but you generally are able to pick it 
up. Not even Sir Henry Maine had sufficiently shewn the imp>rtance of 
the dotal rystem, one of the great civilizing institutions of the world. 
Favorabilia in lege sunt, fiscus, vita, libertas, dos, had been true of several 
legal systems, though feudal law was not one of them. Another guiding 
thread could be obtained by tracing the history of tutelage or vermund- 
shaft. The lecturer referred to the history of Stridham in Hindoo Jaw, 
the Roman law as to dos, and medieval law, mentioning Scbriéder and 
Branner’s investigations as to the last. He then minutely clacsified the 
existing systems of law as to married women’s property, mentioning the 
classifications of Bridel aud Garcis, and enumerating six gree = 
as now in existence. Married women enjoyed in virtue of modern legis- 
lation rights as to property akin to those which were theirs in Rome. In 


mentioning the chief peculiarities of modern systems, we saw that there | Friday 


was no marked tendency t» adopt any one type, but that more and more 
play was giv.n to contractual freedom before (and in rome cases after) 
marriage. He quoted figures as to the number of people living in Europe 
; ars a régime of communauté de biens, sans communauté, and with separation 

ens. 








Wannino tro Inrenpine Tlovss Purcuasers anp Lrsseas.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occupation, it is advisable to 
have the Drains and Sanitary Arrangements independently Tested and 
Reported upon. For terms apply to The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 
Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-streot, Westminster. Established 








CCURT OF APPEAL. 
Appeat Covert I. 
Final, Interlocutory and New Trial Ap; 
from the King’s Bench Division, 


Hl 
g 


other 
’ this wll, from time to tiae, be 
pd Fg RO . 


Appgat Court Il. 


Final and Ioterlocut Appeals from the | 
Div ~ af the Probate and | 





in 
from time to time, 
aonounced in the Daily Cause List. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Covert I. 

Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


daily throughout the Sittings to the ex 
pr of other Business, 


Cuancery Covart II. 
Mr. Justice BYRNE. 





Kixe’s Bencu Court I, 
Mx. Justice SWINFEN EADY. | 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the 2 Se Se ae Justice | 

y will take Actions with | 
w daily throughout the Sittings | 


Swinfen 
itneeses 
to the exclusion of other Business. 


Lorp Cuancetior’s Court. 
Mr. Justice FARWELL, 
Tues., May 27...Mots and gen pa 
Wednesday ay eeped pay 
Thursday .. 29.,. Mots gen pa 
Friday .. ...3)...The King’s Buthéey 
( Manchester verpool 


Mon., June 2...Sitting in chambers 
esda’ 


| 


we ) yeep pets, & gen pa 
Thoreday”. 5 General paper 
— anes 2 - epteneng o Sag . 
y ... 7...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 
Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers 
ay paper 
Thursday ...12 


=< and gen Pe 

Saturday ...14 f Laverpool Manchester 

Monday......16...8itting in chambers 

soaatey > pee caus, pets, & gen pa 
esday 

Thureday ”.19 | General paper 

Fnday ......20.. Mots and gen pa 

Saturday .-21,,.Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 

Monday......23...Sitting in chambers 

Tuesday ...24...Mots and gen pa 

Wednesday 26...Gen 


Thursday ...26 } rs 

Friday Saad No Sittings 

Sat y ...28 

Monday...... 80...Sitting in chambers 
Tues,, July 1...Sht caus, pets, and gen pa 





47 years. ‘Celegrams: Sanitation, London. ‘Telephone: 316 West- 
minster. —[Apvr ; 


Wednesday 2 
« | Thureday “3 g } General paper 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 








TRINITY SITTINGS, 1902. 


Friday ..... 4...Mots and gen pa 
Saturday ... 5 and Liverpool 


Monday...... 7...8itting in chambers 
Ee J s ©..2is con, pots, & gen pa 
Thuraday 7.20 | General paper 


Monday... 
Thursday v7 = 

Friday ...... 18...Mots and gen pa 

Saturday ...19 verpool and Manchester 


Monday...,,.21 . Sitting in chambers 
Taesday “y | Prat, pets, & gen pa 


Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T @o Copies of Minute: 
of the Judgment or Order, 1 
Uopy and 1 Copy Master's 
Certificate, w must be left ia Court 
with the J 8 Clerk one clear day 
before the Far’ Consideration is ready 
t» come into the Paper. 


Cuancery Covar IV. 
Ma. Justice BUCKLEY. 
Tux., May 27...Mots and ~s ee y 
Companies’ 3 pon- 
Wednesday 23 | Serie 
Thursday ...29 , Mots and non wit list 
Friday ..... pert ym 
caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...31 sums, & non wit list 
Mon , June 2...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. of Acts and non- 


Wednesday 4 
Thureday”. 5} om wit list 
Friday ...... 6.. tna gg tage 

ure 
Saturday . Vie oe, es 
Monday ..... gy ——- tty 
Tuesday ...10 | Companies _ 


Thereten 1g }Nom wit list 
Friday ......13.,.Mots and non wit list 


Saturday ...14 { Bi Ani Bon "wit list 
Monday ....16...Sitting in cham! 


bers 
Tuesday ...17 { Companies’ Acts and non- 


Wednesday 18 
Thursday ¥ ip} Non wit list 
Friday ......20...Mots and non wit list 


Saturday 21 aa 
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Monday......29 Tooter : i ih ta ' 1901. 
Wednesday 35 ( The business to be taken | Thursday ~. i} ee ; In re Ballen Muspratt Williams v Howe appl of deft J N Bullen from 
Thursday ...96 (uring this week will b2? | Friday ...... 6...Mots and non wit list | order of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy, dated Jan 17, 1901 Feb 23 
Betariay ae 8 ‘ Saturday ... 7 Mage pets, mee’ | In re The Companies Acts. 1862 to 1890 and 1a re The General Investo ra’ 
Monday..... 20...Sitting in chambers | Monday...... 9...Sitting in chambers Syndicate ld appl of Ellis Parr and ors from order of Mr Justics 
Tues, July 1 —— Acts and non- | Wednesday 11 } Non wit list Cozens-Hardy, for Mr Justice Wright, dated Feb 20,1901 March 18 
Wednesday 2 Me it ist | Thursday 72 The Midland Ry Co v Wright appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Thursday ... 3 | Non wit ls Friday ......18.,,Mots and no2 wit list Byrne, dated Feb 14, 1901 (s 0 till legal represen‘ative appinted) 
Friday ..... 4,..Mots and non wit list Sht caus, pets, procedure 


Saturday ...14 fk, and non wit list 
Monday ......16.,,Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .....17 \ 
Wednesday 18 } Non wit lis’ 
Thursday ...19 nen 
Friday ...... 90...Mote and —_ wit mA 
Sht caus, 8, procedure 
Saturday ....21 sums, and ta wit lis 
Monday......23...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 24 ..Non wit list cae 
Wednesday 25...Wots and non wit list 


Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 5 sums, ard non wit list 
Monday...... 7...Sitting in chambers 


F - 
Tuesday ... 8 ew Acts and non. 


Wednesday 9 ee 
Thursday ...10 Non wit list ; 
Friday ...... ayy & non wit list , 

( Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...12 { sums, and non wit list 
Monday......14...Sitting in chambers 


Companies’ Acts and non- | Thursday ...26 ; 
Tuesday ...15 ) wit list Friday. wu 8 No Bitting 
Wednesday 16 Par aturday ...2 
Thuradsy vi} Non wit list Monday. ..8)...Sitting in chambers 
Friday ......18...Motsand non wit list Tues, July 1 


Wednesday 2} Non wit list 
Thursday ... 3 at 
Friday ...... 4,..Mots and we list - 

\ 8ht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 5) cums, and non wit list 
Monday...... Le in chambers 


Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...19 sums, and non wit list 
Monday...... 21.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...22 ey =e Acts and non- 


Wednesday 23 heat 
Thursday ...24 Non wit list 


Tuesday ... Aa 
Friday ...... 25 . Mots and non-wit list Wednesday. 3} Non wit list 
Saturday ...26 {8ht caus, pets, procedure | Thursday ...10 


Friday ...... ee yy and not wit list ‘ 

ht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...12 sums, and non wit list 
Monday......14...Sitting in chambers 


sums, and non wit list 
Monday......28 .,.Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ..29 { — Acte ani non- 


Wednesday 30 os 04 Tuesday ...15 
Thursday “ 31 }Non wit list Wednesday 16 Non wit list 
Fri, Aug. 1...Mots and non wit lict Thursday ...17 


Friday ...... wer vy and non wit list : 

t caus, pe’s, procelure 
Saturday .. 19 sums, and So wit list 
Monday......21.,.Sitting in chambers 


Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 2 sums, and non wit list 
Monday...... 4...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 5 Companies’ Acts ani non- 


wit list Tuesday ...22 

Wednerday 6.. Mots and non wit list Wednesday 23 Non witness list 

Thursday ... 7...Non wit list Thursday ...24 

Frida 8 Mots by order and non-wit | Friday ...... 25...Mots and non wit list 

les list Saturday ...26! Sht ~~ pets, pate 

Sht caus, pets, procedure ~-<" | sums, and non wit list 

angen -- ® sums, and non x list ee. — 28...Sitting in chambers 

onday......11 | g-s4: uesday .....29 
Tuesday ...12 { Sitting in chambers Wednesday.80 Non wit list 
Any cause intended to be heard as a short Thursday ...31 


Friday, Aug. wy and non wit list P 

{ Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 2 { sums, and non wit list 
Monday...... 4 ..Sitting in chambers 


cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. The necessary Papers, includin 


P - Tuesday...... 5 ; ; 
two copies of minutes of the propose Motions continuel and 
os or order must be left in court ane y : non-wit list 
with the judge’s clerk one clear day Friday ...... 8...Mots and non wit list 


before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


In default the Cause will not be patin | Saturday ... 9 \ Sht caus, pete, prscedure 


(sums, and noa wit list 


Monday...... 1 Spb Seme 2 
Tuesday * } Sitting in chambers 


NB The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes 
of the —— Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy gs, and 1 Copy Master’s 
Certificate. These must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing two copies of the minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order, must be left 
with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the cause is to be put into the 


paper. 

N.8.—The following Papers on Furth2r 
Consideration are required for th? use of 
the Judge, viz. : ~Two Copies of Minutes 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Master's 
Certificate, which must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Farther Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 





Cuaycery Court III. | 
Mr. Justice JOYCE, 
Tues., May 27...Mots and non wit list 
Wednerday 28 . Non wit list | 
Thursday ...29...Mots and non wit list | 
Friday meer 8 tting - 
. }8ht caus, pets, procedure | 
Saturday ...31 ( sums, and non wit list 
Mon., June 2...sitting in chambers | 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1902. 
Arreat Court I.—Norice. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken in this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
AprEat Covrt I[.—Nortce. 
The Appeals or other Basiness proposed to be taken in this Court will, 
from time to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
eg AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
w THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 
E (General List.) 
1900. 


In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Co ld Smith (on behalf, &c 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust if from po oy 


a oe ee i 


Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 May 24 


April 30 

Bape v Hope appl of pltff in person from order of Mr Justice Cozens. 
Hardy, dated Feb 21, 1901, and motn for leave to admit fresh evidenre 
(by order) May 20 

In re Irvine & Coles’ Contract & V & P Act, 1874 appl of Duncan Irving 
from order of Mr Justice Coz2ns-Hardy, dated July 8, 1901 July 13 

The Union Lighterage Co ld v London Graving Dock Cold appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated April 26,1901 July 18 

Ashworth v English Card Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justic2 Joyes, 
dated June 22,1901 July 26 

Richards de Winton Richardsv Evans appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated July 4, 1901 Aug 8 

Le Mesurier v Le Mesurier appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated July 17,1901 Aug 8 

The City Estates Oo ld v Jaffray In re the City Estites Oo 1d & Jaffray’s 
Contract appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated July 
17,1901 Aug9 

Chaytor v Trotter appl of pltff from order of Mr Justics Kekewich, dated 
July 7,1901 Aug 12 

Robinow v The London & Northern Bank ld appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 7,1901 Aug 13 

Thomas v Thomas appl of pltff from order of Mr Ju:tice Buckley, dated 
July 1,1901 Aug 13 

J Ambler & Sons ld v Mayor, &c, of Bradford appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Aug 3, 1901 (Interlocutory Appeal No. 1 to 
come on with this, by order) Aug 16 

In re Fish Prestige v Lea appl of deft Jessy Lea from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated June 6,1901 Aug 17 

Aflalo v Lawrence & Bullen ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justic3 
Joyce, dated July 31,1901 Aug 20 

Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Aug 8, 1901 (s o four weeks after No 19 dis- 
posed of, by order) Aug 26 

1902. 


Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated April 8, 1901 (advanced by order) April 18, 
1902 


1901, 


In re Bryce Brown, dec Brown v Gedney appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Aug 1, 1901 Aug 29 

In re Wood Wood v Wood appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Keke- 
wich, dated Aug 2,1901 Oct1 

Sproat v Marchese appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 
July 30,1901 Oct 2 

Tn re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1893, and In re The Leeds and Hanley 
Theatres of Varieties 1d appl of The Consolidated Exploration Financs 
Co ld from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated July 31, 1901 Oct 9 

In re The Earl of Harroby Earl of Harroby v Ryder appl of deft The 
Hon A ED Ryder from order of Mr Justice Coz:ns-Hardy, dated July 
11,1901 Oct 12 

The Great Western Ry Co v Talbot appl of pliffs from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated June 27,1901 Uct 15 

In re Margeston Margeston v Margeston appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated July 23,1901 Oct 17 

In re Sutton Lewis v Sutton appl of deft EF A V Sutton from order of 
Mr Justice Buckley, dated July 23,1901 Oct 21 

Fleming v Los Mackusick vy Fleming appl of pltff R T Fleming from 
— - Mr Ju:tice Cozens-Hardy, dated Aug 6, 1901 (produce order) 

c 

Holmstead v Oooper appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, 
dated July 30,1901 Oct 31 

Byrne v Reid appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 13, 
1901 Nov 2 

SamevSame appl of deftS O Byrne from order of Mr Justics Joyce, 
dated July 13, 1901 Nov 2 

Baruard Castle Urban District Council v Wilson appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Aug 5, 1901 Nov5 

In re Walker and Oakehott and the V & P Act, 1874 appl of F Walker & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, datzd June 20, 1901 (produce 
order) Nov 13 

The National Co for the Distribution of Electricity by Secondary 
Generators v Gibbs appl of Deft H O Ruelle from order of Mr Justice 
Cozsus-Hardy, dated July 11,1901 Nov 13 is 

Inre Lloyd Lloyd v Lloyd appln of RL Allen and anr from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 1, 1901 Nov 15 

In re Sutton Lewis v Sutton appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated July 23, 1901 ov 18 

In ro Hotham Hotham v Doughty appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 2,1901 November 19 

In re Duvall Oorbet v Duvall appl of deft A C Duvall from order of Mr 
Justice Oozens-Hardy, dated October 25,1901 December 3 

In re Hey Perkinsv Hey app! of defte G Hey & avr from order of Mr 





Tustice Byrne, dated Oct 25, 1901 December 4 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 


(Final List.) 

The Turnchapel Wharves and Warehouses Id v Pitts, Son & King 1d appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated June 15, 1901, with 
a special jury, Middlesex (heard before Vaughan Williams, Romer, and 
Mathew, L.JJ.—c a v May 15) 

FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1900. 


Cathcart v Jacobs appl of pitff from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Dec 
17, 1900, without jury, Middlesex (s o until after petition in Lunacy 
disposed of—by order) Dec 28 ' 

901. 

The London Oounty Oouncil v The Urban District Council of Acton appl 
of deft from from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Dec 14, 1900, with- 
out a jury, Middlesex (produce order) March 27 

Gros and ors v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated May 22,1901 May 22 

Rev G N Herbert, applt v J A M Quade (Surveyor of Taxes), respt 
(Revenue Side) appl of respt from judgt of Justices Kennedy and 
Phillimore, dated May 9, 1901 part heard (so for additional facts) 

Patrick Igoe (appellants) v Thomas Thornhill Shann and ors, Jj of the 
Peace for the County and City of Manchester (respts) Crown Side appl 
of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated May 7,1901 May 31 

John Marshall v The Royal Exchange Assce Corpn appl of pltff from 
judgt of Justices Ridley and Phillimore, dated May 22, 1901, with 
special jury, Middlesex June 25 

New Biver Co v Assessment Committee of Hertford Union and ors (Crown 
Side) appl of respts from judgt of Justices Ridley and Bigham, dated 
June 11,1901 June 25 

The Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers (1900) 1d and ors v 
Tolhurst appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 
June 12, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex (Commercial List) June 26 

Tolhurst v The Associated Portland Cement Manufacturers 900) ld and 
ors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated June 12, 
1901, without a jury, Middlesex June 26 

BH Abrahams v Bullock appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated June 6, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex June 26 

Gunn vy Showell’s Brewery Co ld and ors appl of defts Showell’s Brewery 
Co ld from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated June 7, 1901, without 
ajury, Middlesex June 28 

Wertheim v Thomas Owen & Cold appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated May 7, 1901, and cross‘notice of appeal by defts (from 
part of same order), without a jury, Middlesex J * 1 

The Corporation of the Royal Exchange Assurance v Sjéférsikrings Aktie 
Bolaget Vega appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
June 15, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 4 


Favets v Merry appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 


25, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Michel y Day appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated June 
26, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex July 5 

Taylory Tombs aud Same v Same _ appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, dated July 4, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (two actions 
consolidated, by order) July 8 

Hedley v Rippin & ors appl of pitff from jndgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated July 3, 1901, with common jury, Middlesex (security esheeets 


July 12 
Vickers, Sons & Maxim ld v Midland Ry Oo & ors (Railway and Canal 
right, Sir F. 


Commission) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Peel and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10,1901 July 13 

Mercer vy The Liverpool, St Helens and South Lancashire Ry Co appl of 
defts from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice, dated June 24, 1901, with- 
outa jury, Middlesex July 17 

Tredegar Iron & Coal Co ld vy Hawthorn Bros & Co appl of pitffs from 
order of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated June 26, 1901, without a jury, 
Middlesex July 18 

Rosenthal Bros (appellants) v Redfern & Son (respondents) (Crown | 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, da 
June 28, 1901 (security ordered) July 20 

Steel, Young, & Co v Grand Canary Ooaling Co appl of deft from judgt 
of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated July 15,1901 J = 29 

Charles Cammell & Co vy The Midland Ry Oo & ors (Railway and Canal 
Commission) appl of Midland Ry Co from judgt of Mr Ju:tice Wright, 
Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated July 10, 1901 July 31 

John Brown & Oo ld v The Midland Ry Co & ors (Railway and Oanal Oom- 
mission) appl of Midland Ry Oo from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, 
amd in Sir F. Peel, and Viscount Uobham, dated July 10, 1901 

y 


Mitchell v Richard Evans & Oo ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated July 26, 1901, without a jury Aug 


Mediterranean and New York Steam Ship Cov Mackay applof pltffs from 


judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 6, 1901, witan s j 
Manchester Aug 3 ‘ dies s en ae 
George Nelson & Sons v James and Alexander Brown appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 30, 1901, without a jury Aug 5 
Preston (trading as John Preston) v Furness, Witby & Oo appl of detts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, and cross notice of appeal by pltif 
from same order, dated July 31, 1901, without a jury Aug 7 
To be continued.) 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANOERY DIVISION. 
TBINITY SITTINGS, 1902. 

Notices Renatine To THE Cnancery Oavse List. 


Motions, petitions, and short causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Trinity Sittings paper. 

Mr. Justice Kexewicu.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the daily cause list, Mr. Justice Kekewich will sit for the disposal of his 
lordship’s witness list daily throughout the sittings, to the exclusion of 


other business. 
Mr. Justice Brrnz.— when other business is in the daily cause 
list, Mr. Justice Byrne will sit for the disposal of his lordship’s witness list 
to the exclusion of other b 


a throughqut the 

. Justice Farwaiu.— re and transferred actions with 
witnesses will be taken by Mr. Justice Farweil on days to be announced in 
the daily cause list. Liverpool and Manchester business.—Mr. Justice 
Farwell will take Liverpool and Manchester business as follows :— 

1. Motions, short causes, petitions and adjourned summonses on every 
other Saturday, commencing with Saturday, May 3lst. 2. Summonses in 
chambers will be taken on every other Saturday, commencing with 
Saturday, May 31st. 

Mr. Justice Bucxiey will take his business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings paper. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the retained witness actions on days to be 
announced in the daily cause list. 

Mr. Justice Swrxren Eapy.—Except when other business is advertised in 
the daily cause list, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will take actions with 
witnesses daily throughout the sittings, to the exclusion of other business. 

Summoncees Before the Judge in Chambers.—Justices Farwell, Bu > 
and Joyce, will sit in court the whole day on every Monday during 
sittings to hear Chamber summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into court will be taken as follows: Mr. Justice 
Kekewich as stated in the daily cause list; Mr. Justice Byrne, with non- 
witness actions, on days to be announced ; Mr. Justice Farwell, with non- 
witness actions ; Mr. Justice Buckley with non-witness actions; and Mr. 
Justice Joyce, with non-witness actions. 


Specra, Norice with Rergrence To THE Cuanceny Witness Lists, 


During the Trinity Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of 
witness actions as follows :— 

Mr. Justice Kekewich will take his witness list as announced above. 

Mr. Justice Byrne will his witness list as announced above. 

Mr. Justice Farwell will take the retained witness actions as announced 
above. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the retained witness actions as announced 


above. 
Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will take his witness list as announced above. 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
Set down to May 17, 1902. 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Retained by order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Drake Drake v Drake (s 0 

generally) 

In re Anglo-American Construction 
Cold Whitev The Company 3 
summonses (May 27) 

In re Rufford Pomeroy v White- 
head (May 27) 

In re Rayment Tozer v Patten 
sumns with witnesses (s o gener- 


ally) 

In re Hill Sturges v Hill pt hd 
(May 27) 

In re Everitt & Andrews’ Oontract 
&V& P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 
(s o to come on with action when 
set down) 

Oxenden v Phipson adjd sumns 
(so generally) 

In re Legh’s Settled Estates 
(restored) May 27 

In re Sibly Sibly v Sibly Sibly 
v Pyte adjd sumns in private 
(May 27) 


Motions. 
~~ se pre Swinden v 
lo 8 o generally 
The Oupanteny C Oo v ne London 
Wall Estate Oo (s o generally) 


Further Consideration. 
Whitehouse v & Harper ld 
ems Same wae pt hd (fur . 
con to stand over until the result 
of appin to Court of Ap to 
advance appeal from on 








sumns to vary, No. 2, and if 


advanced until appeal disposed of, 
If appeal not olienel liberty to 
restore fur con) 


Causes for Trial (with 
Witnesses). 
Attorney-General v Birmingham, 
Tame, & Rea District Drainage 

Board act 

Champion, Sons & Hart v Marshall 
deli a > of defe m4 

ivery of points o nce, &c 

Radway v Grand Pump Room Hotel 
Co of Bath ld act 

Nathan v Landau act (s o until 
filing of depositions) 

Patton v Barber act (pltff dead) 

Terry v Davies act 

Andrew v Wells act 

Murray v Sitwell adjd sumns pt 
hd (s o to May 31) without 
witnesses 

Haws v Yetton act 

Attorney-Gen & Beckenham Urban 
District Council v South Eastern 


Jane 16) 

Attorney-Gen, &c, Warwickshire 
County Council v The Oxford 
Canal Navigation act 

McLellan v Rea act 

Martin v Craik act 

O Bright’s Trustee v Vidal act 

In re AO Andrews Andrews v 
Andrews sums adjd into court 
as a witness act 
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In tre Cook Cook v Vimpany act 
Beck & Pollitzer v American Radia- 
tor Co act 
Turney v North act 
British Mannesman Tube Co ld v 
Perkins 1d _ act (restored) 
v — act ni 
Haggie v Allan, the younger 
Baron St Oswald v Great Central 


Ry Oo act 

Foster v Mutual Reserve Life Fand 
Assoc act 

Alcott v Lefroy act 


Before Mr. Justice Brrnz. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 
¥n re Carry’s Estate Thompson v 
Catnach adjd sumns pt hd and 

special case (by order) 


Petitions. 
Montefiore v Guedalla 
In resmith Smith v Smith 


Oause for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Ackerman v Smallpiece act (s 0) 
in re Brown Brown v Brown act 

(8 o ng after Probate Action 


dispose 

International Bank of London v 
Rio de Janeiro Flour Mills act 
(stayed until depositions filed) 

Adler v Joel act (stayed till 10 
days after return of commission) 

Bach v Cottrell act (stayed until 

. return of commission) 

The Welsbach Incandescent Lamp 
Co ld v Standard Incandescent 
Gas Light Co la act (stayed until 
return of commission) 

Dyson & anr y Greening & Sons 1d 
motn by ord and act 

Nicholson v Daniels act (so June 14) 

The Worthington Pumping Engine 
Oo v Moore act (stayed until 
return of commission 

Safety Explosives ldv Id Boyd 
actions (consolidated) 

The Worcester Royal Porcelain Co 
ld v Locke & Co act 

The Worcester Royal Porcelain Co 
id v Rhudes act 

In re Joseph Taylor, dec Harrison 
v Garrison & Taylor adja sumns 
with witnesses (by ) 8 0 
Jave 3 

Day & ors v Day & ors act & 
counter claim 

Week vOlements act 

tv Berry act 

Holton v Speak act 

HMooperv Temple act 

Furze v Hering & Seebe act 

map svGray act 

the Matter of The Registered 
Trade Mark, Mo 22,206, of 
maurice John Hart motn with 
‘w:inesses (by order) 
Orack-nthorpe v Orackenthorpe & 


ors act 

Wardroper v Gibbs Id act (s o 
June 5) 

Green v Hodson act 

“Sides iford act (without 

Inthe Matter of Eimore’s German 
& Austro-H Metal Co ld 
Walker & anr vy The Same act 

Wyldv Fry act 

Toe Electric Tramways Construc- 
tion & Maintenance Co ld v 


Butterford act 
Dougsty v Lomangunda Ref ld 
act 


Uroan District Council of Swanage 
v White act 
Hardy v Pocock act 


Before Mr. Justice Fanwait. 
Retained by order. 
Causes for T'rial (with Witnesses). 
Orusve v Marks act 60 pt hd 





Burnside v Burnside act 
return of commission) 
Leader v Wandsworth Borough 
Council act pt hd (not. before 
June 26) 

Hardy v Lambert act (not before 
June 4) 

In My Grove Grove v Butt act pt 


(so until 


Transferred from Mr. Justice Keke- 
— by order, dated 22nd April, 


The British Motor Traction Co ld 
v Outhenin Challendre act (so 
till certain costs paid) 

oe v Bushell act 

Mullens & Cold v Harris act 

Attorney-Gen v Rural i 
Council of Lunesdale act 

Pattieon v Armstrong act 

The British Homes Assce Oorpn Id 
v Patterson act 

Othen oo Tea ty 
Stores act (pleadings to 
delivered) 

Lowe v Lord act 

Buchanan v The Western Gazette 
Cold act without pleadings (s o 


generally) 
Stapps v “y= act 
Frampton v Hedges act and adjd 


notice 
Duke of Leeds v Olarkscn act 
Byng v Stephens act & counter- 
claim 


Herbert Alexander & Co 1d v Gor- 
don act 

G Ricordi & Co v J Poole & Sons 
ld act 

Keyzor v Smith act 

Mayor, &c of Hove v The Brighton 
Intercepting & Outfall Sewers 
Board act 

v Laurie act 
Watkins v Watkins act &m fj 


Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 

and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Swales — vSwales adjd 
sumns (pltff dead) 

Inre McMurdo Penfield v McMurdo 
adjd sumns (to come on with 
fur con when set down) 

In re Tomlinson Martin v Norman 
adjd sumns 

In re Eyre Ooote & Settled Land 
Acts —_ sumns pt hd (s o leave 
to amend, &c) 

In re A Biber Griffiths v Mason 
adjd sumns (to come on as a 
witness action before Mr Justice 
Farwell If Mrs Griffiths comes 
ia a fresh action to be brought) 

In re Rayer Waterslade Uopse 


adjd samns 

In re The Grantley Settled Estates 
adjd sumns 

In re Dixon, dec. Raimbach Dixon 
adjd sumns 

In re Ogden’s Estate Harrison v 
Jefferson adjd sumns 

In re Belk’s state Ooverdale v 
Rawlings adjd sumns 

In re Buckland’s Estate Hardy v 
B d adjd sumns 

In re Vallance Midwinter v 
Vallance adjd sums 

In re Gyde Attorney-Gen v Ward 


adjd sumns 

lu te D Jones Joes v Griffith 
adjd sumns 

In re Walker Travers v Walker 


In re Ohenoweth Ward v Dwelley 
adjd sumns 

In re Robert Perter’s Estate Harrop 
v Porter adjd sumns 

In re Popham’s Estate Popham v 
Pinkney adjd sumns 

In re Rynd Ogle v Fox adjd 
sumns 

In re Hoare In re Chilworth Horne 
Oharity Fleming v Young adjd 


sumns 
In re Hedges Hedges v Williams 
adjd sumns 
In re Pawle Pawle v Pawle adjd 


sumns 

In re Diprose Moffrey v Diprose 
adjd sumns 

In re Grimes Jennings v Hedges 
adjd sumns 

In re Land Trust Co, Florida, & 
Me i Agency ld v Grahame 
adjd sumns 


In re Robert Leamon Leamon v 
Read adjd sumns 
In reSmall Small v Small adjd 


sumns 

Heaver v Wilde adjd sumns 

Inre Hawkins Hawkins v Hawkins 
adjd sumns 

Bonsall v Morgan adjd sumns 

In re Archer Archer v Archer 
adjd sumns 

Chambers v Chambers motn for 
judgt (short) 

In re Roper Roper v Ropor adjd 
sumns 

re Ohance Mackintosh v 

Mobberley adjd sumns 

In re Nicholson Cole v Nicholson 
adjd sumns 

In re Harrowby & Payne’s Contract 
adjd sumns (not before June 2) 

Yeomans v Alton motn for judgt 
(short) 


Further Considerations. 
In re Johnson Robert v Attorney- 
Gen fur con 
[uo re Enfield Embroidery Co id 
Upton v Enfield Embroidery Co 
ld fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Buckiey. 
Procedure Summons. 
Abbot v Mayor of Bristol 


Further Oonsiderations. 
Iu re Johnstone, dec Pitt v Pitt 
fur con 
In re Oatherine Pope Wrentmore 
Davies v Wilcocks & ors fur con 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses). 

In re Gurney Gurney v Gurney 
(s o till after report) 

The Attorney-General & Bray v 
The Mayor and Burgesses of the 
Borough of Hastings act pt hd 
Ia re Smith Howitt v Smith adjd 
sumns 

Inre Gay FoxvGay adjdseumns 
pthd (not before June 18) 
Rooney v Stanton adjd sumus 
Same v Same adjd sums 
Murgatroyd v Tbe Old Silkstone 
Oo. Co adjd sumns 

Inre Tiffin, dec Davidson v Tiffin 
adjd sumns 

In re Shaw Shaw v Dodson adjd 


sumns 

In re ages + Seaton, dec Seaton v 
Ellis adjd 

In Adam’s 


iddrington 
In re Royds,dec Hoyds v kuyds 
adjd sumns 
In re Vevers,dec Revell v Wilkin- 





adjd sumns 


son adjd sumns 





a 

In re Bankes Reynolds v Ellis & 
ors act without witnesses 

In re Morrison, dec Morrison & any 
v Morrison & ors adjd sumng 

In re Becher & Longman’s Contra 
and In re The V & P Act, 1874 
adjd sumns 

In re James Rickman’s Estate 
Rickman v Rickman adjd sumny 

In re Becker’s Contract Becker y 
Longman adjd sumns 





Companies (Winding up) anj 
cery Division. 
Companies (Winding up). 

Lucia Bi.ver Mines in ( 
ucia Si.ver es In (petn of Frank 
Jackson & Co—so Pa Jan 16 to 
Aug 7) 

Schofield, Pape & Doughty 
(petn ef H. Furber -so from 
Jan 16 to Aug 7) 

Orton (Boliva) Rubber Co 1d (petn 
of F J Hessel—s o March 20 to 
June 10) 

Absolute Life Assce Co ld (petn of 
a9 Sykes-s o April 29 to May 


) 
Mediterranean Steam Navigation (o 
ld (petn of John Hudson & Oo 
aenee ld—s o May 6 to May 


Press Id (petn of Direct Photo En- 
graving Oo—so May 13 to May 


28) 

Forrestt & Son ld (petn of Shipham 
& Co ld—s o May 13 to June 3) 
British & Oolonial Industries ld 
(petn of Brown, Janson, & Oo— 

8 0 May 13 to June 3) 

Mural & Decorations Syndicate ld 
(petn of George Jacob—s o May 
13 to June 17) 

Coventry Components Id (petn of 
Arthur Lee & Sons 1d) 

Johnston Foreign Patents Co ld 
(petn of Ateliers de Construction 
Uerlikon) 

Harmer & Harley ld (petn of 0 F 
Oughton) 

Perry, Gardner & Oo ld (pein of 
Park House Dyeing Co ld) 

Meyra Electric Oo ld (petn of Ben 
Bridgwater) 

**Grosvenor’’ House Property 
Acquisition & Investment Build- 
Soc (petn of Wm Stollard) 

Oaratal (New) Mines Id. (petn of 
Mines & Banking Corpn ld & ors 

Phos ld (petn of Falk, Stadelmann 
& Co ld) 

Extractions (Sturge’s Patent) ld 
(petn of O EK Newnham) 


Chancery Division. 
Petition (for Reduction of Capital) 
under Companies Acts, 1867 & 


1877 
Oak Extract Co ld & reduced (peta 
of Company) 


Petition under Companies (Memo- 
randum of Association) Act, 1890 

Monmouth Gas & Water Works Oo 
ld (petn of Oompany—s o March 
20 to May 28) 


Compantes (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Court Summonses. 
Strand Buildings Co ld (as to deal- 
ing with surplus assets of the 


com 
Watt aa aith & Co 1d (for mis- 
feasance — witnesses) 

Bethanga Goldfields ld (on clain of 
Wainwright & Oo—witnesses) 
Motor Car Uo Id (for inspection of 

books) 


The 


Epi ceceed eaecese 





uP) and 
up). 


. of Frank 
Jan 16 to 


ughty Id 


80 from 


14. (peta 
ch 20 to 


(petn of 
) to May 


ation Oo 
m & Co 
5 to May 


oto En- 
to May 


shipham 
une 3) 

tries ld 
& Oo— 


icate Id 
o May 


etn of 


Co ld 
ruction 


f OF 
etn of 
of Ben 
operty 
Build- 
etn of 
& ors 

lmann 
nt) Id 


pital) 
67 & 


(peta 


snd 
deal- 
the 
mis- 
in of 


n of 
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and Globe Finance Oorpn 
1d (for declaration as to shares in 
Caledonian Oopper Oorpn, &c— 


witnesses) 
ational Bank of Wales ld (on 
objections to taxation) 

Thames White Lead Co ld Wood 
yThames White Lead Cold (on 
further consideration 

Henry Lovibond & Son, 1900, ld 
(to vary list of contributories 
Gabb and aur — witnesses) 

United African Lands ld (to declar- 
ation as to shares held by H A 


Grosskopf) 

James Bavris & Ohateld (for mie- 
feasance— witnesses) 

Heidelburg Estates and Exploration 
Co ld (to stay proceedings in act) 

New Century Pressid Lind v New 
Century Press Id (to vary certifi- 
cate, dated March 26, 1902) 

Youde’s Bill-posting 1d (to vary list 
of contributories—Olayton) 

Same (same—Crowther) 

Qycle Makers’ Co-operative Supply 
Co ld (for inquiry as to payment 
of costs, &c) 





Before Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Hart vy Weston act pt hd (so) 
ae Brosv Liberty & Co act 
h 


: v Qheadle Rural District 
vouncil act (June 17) 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses.) 

Inre Nectar Tea Oo for registra- 
tio oftrademark motn ordered 
to come into Non-Witness List 

Pryce-Jones v Williams 2 adjd 


sumns 
In re Pinney Pinney v Pinney 
adjd sumns 

Ohristophers & anr v Barry mf j 
In re Maunder Maundr v 
Maunder adjd sumns 


In re Drax Savile v Drax adjd 


sumns 

In re Taylor ‘Taylor v Taylor 
adjd sumns 

Inre Mexborough Nevile v Baring 
adjd sumns 

In re Bethell’s Settlement Luttrell 
v Westbury adjd sumns 

Inre Moore Prior v Moore adjd 
sumns (restored 

In re Garvey 
adjd sumns 

In re Fisher, dec & London Oounty 
Council adjd sumns 

Weston - super- Mare Oouncil v 
Uastle & Woods adjd sumns 

In re Jobson’s Settlement In re 
Jobson, dec Greenhill v Jobson 
adjd :umns 

Inre Mary James Roberts v Ellis 
adjd sumns 

Inre T Miller & V & P Act, 1874 
adjd sumns 

In re Henry Blake, Solr, &c 
adjd sumns 

InreKelly Thomas v Kelly adjd 


sumns 

In re Ohrist’s Hospital & The Oor- 
poration of London’s Contract & 
V&P Act adjd sumns 

Tn re Cable & Myers & V & P Act, 
1874 MyersvOable ad ia sumns 

In re Hill Hart vy Warn, &c adjd 


sumns 

In re Mullins Mullins v de Salis 
adjd sumns 

In re Hurt Martin v Sleeman adjd 


sumns 
fh re Sherwood Payne v Mason 
adjd sumns 


ey v Garvey 





Drake v Day adjd sumns 
In re Hudson Hudson v Hole adjd 


sumns 

In re Mercer Henderson Earl of 
egg > egal 
den adjd sumns 

In re Baron de Barreto de Barreto 
v Bliss adjd sumns 

In re Same de Man vde Barreto 


In a Darlington and Olayton 
re Dar 

Hewlett v Reynolds adjd sumns 
In re Woolcott Martin v Martin 


adjd sumns 

In re wick Bramley v Sedg- 
wick adjd sumns 

In re Simmon Dennison v Orman 
adjd sumns 

In re Green Lewis v Lewis adjd 
sumns 

re Chadburn Waterhouse v 
Chadburn adjd sumns 

In re Port Talbot By & Docks, &c 
Oo adjd sumns 

Veale & Oo v United Kingdom 
Tramway Light Ry, &c m f j 

Jackson v Read mf 

Wainwright v Fleming mf j 


Further Considerations. 
In re T Pink Martinv Tryon fur 


con 

Cooper v Nibb fur con 

Tharp v de Wezele 
adjd sumns 


fur con & 


Before Mr. Justice Swruvren Eapy. 
Retained by order. 
In re Burchell, Wilde & Oo, Solrs 
adjd sumns 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re Deighton’s Patent, No 15,670 
‘of 1896 petn ordered to go into 
Witness List In re Morison’s 
Patent, No 4,806 of 1890, & 
_ ordered to go into Witness 
De Falvey Hanger ae saa Taylor 
v act ylor v 
act to be mentioned 
Hancock v Dowse act (pltff dead) 
Hitchcock v Adamson & Oo act 
(pleadings to be delivered 


Chalmers v Olay & W y act 
(not before June 16) 

Taylor v Klyder act 

Couvelas v Mate act (not before 
June 8) E 

Stewart v McCabe act (not before 
May 

Snell v act (not before 
evidence filed) 


works Cold act (for judgt on 
June 3) 

Dakin & Oo ld v Lister act 

H E Randall ld v English & 
4émerican Shoe Oo act 

The Automatic Air Tight Oo ld v 
Stockford act 

Steven vBuncle act 

The Urban District Oouncil of 
Ormesby vThorrold act 

Jones v Goodwin Goodwin v Jones 
act & counter claim 

Russell v Shoebridge act 

Lindley v Stoneham act 

Khodes v Bottomley act 


Bush v Parker act & 3rd party 
notice of deft A Parker 

North: v Lockett act without 
pleadings 

The Tilt Cove Oopper ld v Cape 
Copper Oold act 

ei Burley Tanfield v Burley 


Kemp v Derrett act 
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King’s Cross (close to the Railway 
th houses, 
ville-roed, North. 








THE PROPERTY 


MARI. 


8ALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
June 3 —Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Fanuean, & Barparwarss, at 


Stations) : 


< 
the at 2:— 
Two importaat bncks of Freehold 


frontages of 5t0 feet to Penton - 
he parm se lene 











































e extreme south 
the nw nto es gardens, Bolicitor, Walter B. Styer, Esq., London. (See 


vertisemen 

June 3,—Mr. Joszrx StowEs Be conjunction with a. Warzerr & rs er o> 

Mart, at 2, in Seven Lots :—Finchley: A Freehold known 
enh sven Selene wath Seen es atiy Seiten; let on untid 1908 at £88 
per annum, — : Extensive Freehold Premises in Mile End-road, with gate- 
‘way approach estes: affording accommodation for some 30 horses, besides large 
open yards ; let on lease at £150 Cag also Four Dwelling-houses adjoining, 
jucing £98 128, per annum, licitors, Messrs, Potter, Sandford, & Kilvington. 
—Bickley, Kent: Freehold Residential Property, situate in Southborough- 


road, near to Bickley and Chislehurst Stations (see full particulars). Solicitors, 
Messrs. Maitland, Peckham, & Oo., ron (See advert + 1 Spednmachetamn ee 5.) 
June 5—Messrs H. E. Foster & CRraxriep, at the Mart, at 2 
REVERSIONS: 
To One-fourth of Freehold Ground-rents and Freehold oy! in the countirs 
of Stafford and Warwick, valua £33020; gentleman aged 64 and lady aged 
66. Solicitors, Messrs Pearce-Jones & Co, Lo on. 
To One-sixth of a Trust Fund, value £2,850; gentleman aged 84. Solicitor, 
Ed M. Lazarus, Esq., London. 
bag eA ens ct ey £8,060 ; gentlemen aged 64. Solicitor, T. Cooper, Esq , 
LIFE INTEREST of a indy caet S5, Se &5.006 We, 00. cust, ond Reversionary Life 
— of the same lady on the decease of two ladies, aged 74 and 76, in 
a of » Trust — represented by Freeholds and Leaseholds, 
cing £4,250 per annum, th Policies ; also to other Interests in same 
POLIO = _ particulars), Solicitor, Sat M Lazarus, Esq , London. 
£2,000, £2000, £2,000, £1,500, £1,500, —— £1,000, £1,000, £499, Solicitors, 
Messrs. erlock, & King, 
£3,800, £2,000, £500 £525, £499, £1,800, rt 000, £2,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Chester, | 
Son. nag AAS Alldis, Esq., all of London; W. N. Harris, Esq., Matlock 


copper Mines, Hubert ope. The Sh'ewsbury 8. T. “_ 
Tyre Co, and Ford & Sons. licitors, Messrs. Budd, Johnsons, & 
Jecks ; Messrs, Hadden, Woodward & Moteat London. 
(See advertisemente, this week, p 23.) 

June 5.—Messrs C.C & T, Moore, at "the Mart, at 2:—Cheshunt, Herts: The Freehold 
Residence, with gardens, prddock, and orchard ; let at £36 per annuum —Waltham- 
stow: The Freehold Shop and House; let at €30 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. W. 

Ihton & Son, London,—Victoria Park (to be sold, with ion on completion) : 
le-fronted Residence, adjacent to the park, and "containing nine rooms. Solici- 
tors, Messrs. Alfred Cox & Son, London.—Mile End: Dwelling-house; let at 


£8528, perannum, And No. 153 Skidmore-street ; let at £35 23. a) Messrs, 
Harris & London — Spitalfields and Mile Eod : 'Well-letting Freeholds and Lease- 
holds, g £254 16s. per — Solicitors, Messrs. Cook & te L 


producin; 
(See sdvertiooncnts, this week, 

June 5.—Messts Tro.iopr, at the 2? at 2:—28, Hans-road, Hans-place, 8.W.: Aine 
Leasebold Town ence, conveniently situated near Sloane-street, Albert- gate, 
Hyde- = and within easy distance of the Clubs, Houses of Parliament Govern- 

ment &c. Solicitors, Messrs, —} Jones, & Co , London —The Bristol Hotel 
and Restaurant, Burlington. gardens, W : portent, fully-licensed Hotel and Restau- 
rant, old-estsblished, wi h frontages in close oy to Bond-street, Regent-street, 
and to the theatres ; "held on long lease. Wolicitors, Messrs. Paines & Co., London,— 
Kent, Kingswood within two minutes’ walk of ydesham-hil Railway Station) : A 
fine Residential Estate. of abo ~ Gay position ves cach with 
an imposing stone-built modern Mansion approached by two carriage drives, 
entrance lodge. Solicitors, 7 oN eis owell, & Haldane, London, 
advertisements, this w 

June 5.—Mesers. Humpert & Bur, at the Mart, at 2:—Kent: The Kenward anes 
situate in the parish of Yalding, about five miles from Maidstone. It com an 
old-fashioned Mansion House, overlooking a well-timbered park, bounded by the 
River Medway. The estate extends to 236 acres. Solicitors, Messrs. Trower, Still, 
Feeeling, & Parkin, London.—Watford, Herts: Freehold Residential Estate, about 

1} lie “ay the town and railway station, embracing an area of about 118 acres. 
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a 
A . R.), Hunton B: joining the above, close to K 
se late a eg iar EPA Bet mesa EE), | ing Rint Dales Perm cel ile te cr der oe 
London —Hotel Great Yarmouth : The Lease, together with the good- Menvn’ Hooper & Whately, Lenton. (See advertisementr, this week, p. 4,) 
will a A and ects of thin frat-cla tel, 
m a Marine 





| 


& Griffithes, Messrs Ingle, Holmes & Sons, Messrs. Wellborne & | 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetle.—Fripay, May 23, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liumrrep rm CHanozry. 


Amreat Boar Co fancen lies oe uired, on or before July 4, to send 
pames “en addresses, and the Sastiowians af thols debts or claims, to James nant 
‘annon 
MACHINE  Vanver re pa pe a Luntep—Creditors are required, on or before June 
26, to send and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Charles Marx, 30, » Dickinson st, 


Oxp CasTLE Hesravearr, Li LiarrEp (in ages od —Creditors are required, on or befor 


July 4, to he particulars of their debts or claims 
to Richard Armitage, 41, North John st, Paden | 


Paseo Latina, & Bruce, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before July 5, to send 
names addresses, and the particu'ars of their debts or claims, to 
Alexander Touch, Basildon House, Moorgate st. —— & Uo, Aldermenbery, ¢ solors 
liquidator. This does not relate to Paterson, Laing, & Bruce (1901), Limited 
TrpHoox Tea ae Lunrep (in Votuntary Liquipatioy)—Creditors are required, on or 
me July 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
poy Anh Tye, 5, Fenchurch st 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mn CHAancery. 


| Brrrish Lanp and Mortaacs Co or America, Liurrzp—Creditors are requir on or 
before July 9, to send their names and , and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Charles Seymour Grenfell, George Nisbet Martin, acd Orlando Curtis, care of 
Trinder & Co, 156, Leadenhall st, solors to the liquidator 
| Cuampiow Crcre Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, m= or before June 14, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 4: Ibert 
Chambers, Hall st, Kidderminster Weston, Kid , Solor for the liquidator 
Cuestes Tramways Co, Limirsp—Creditors are required, on. or before June 23, to send 
names the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
John Warmsley, Chester Walker & Co, Chester, solors to the liquidator 
Hutt ayp Grimspy Mutvat Fisnine VEssELs InsuRaNce Co, Liwairgp (1x Liquipatioy 
Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to send their names and addresses, i 
particulars of theie debts or claims, to Henry Maddick, William Cox, Edward Taylor 
fee my = Joseph Henry Hobbs, 17, Parliament st, "Hull Woodhouse & Co, Hull, 
0.8 to liquidator 
as Rorze Works, Limirep—Petn for winding up. present.d April 22, directed 
be heard June 6. Ponsonby & Carlile, 5, Clegg st, Oldham, s>lors to petaer. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of 
une 
Mipianp Crotaine Co, Limrep -Creditors are required, on or before June 2, to send 
their names and ad es, and particulars of their debts or claims, to George Aiken, 
Midland chmbrs, Princess st, Wolverhampton ; or Thorne & Haslam, Old Bank chmbrs, 
Wolverhampton 
Paterson Laine, & Bruce, Limrrep—Creditors are of thet on or before July 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George 
Alexander Touch, Bisildon House, Moorgate st. Phel; So odlng Co, Aldermanbury, solors 
to the liquidator. This does not relate to ane —— & Bruce (1901), Limited 
Baoanou" CavenpisH Co, Limirep—Creditor on or before July 8, to send 
their names and and the rarer ta of their debts or claims, to Edmond 
David White, 42, Castle st, Liverpool. Tyrer & Co, Liverpool, solors to the liquidator 
B & J Sreerz, Limirep —Creditors are required, on or before June 21, to send their 
names and addresses. the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Wheavill, 
1, Imperial arcade, Huddersfield 
= Seecuront ” Sreamsuip Co, Limitrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 9, to 
names and addresses, and the particulars -s of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Radcliffe, Vienna chmbrs, Bute Docks, Cardiff 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 20. 


FIBST MEETINGS. 
Axgtinestatt, CaTuznme, and Evyice ARTINGSTALL, 
Bolton June4at3 19, —— st, Bolton 
— Feaxcis, Stythians, Corowall, Farmer May 29 
















fens Wituram Hevey. 8 


Qu oe | chang > 


Rec, Boscawen st, Traro | 26, Baldwin st, Bri 
oe Ta}. Dewsbury, York, Fish Dealer May 2? | Rawsom, ng Ee 
ats Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bat! 2at 11 174, Corporation 


= om Some, ~ ; suas Cutter, Worthing, 
jailders y 29 at 10 30 4! P. que 1) B 
1. Water, & L — dg, Brighton 
May 28 at11 Off Ree, 22, Park row, iy he 
Carguruers. James, and Joszrn Carrutuens, Cocker- 
» Tailors May 23 at 3 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, | 





Off Rec, Wol 


olver 
Cross, Hesry Molntosu, Eégb Birmingham, | 


aston, , 
mw May 29 at 11 174, Corporation st, 


Paw,» a May 28 at 11 117, Bt 
at, Cardiff | Tarr, Tuomas, 
Davis, Jouy Bexsautn, Bristol, Builder May 28 at 11.30 May 
Off Bec, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol Tuomrson, Wittiam. Ma 
Foorrit, Bexiauix, Lincoln, Builder May 29 at 12 Off 
Ree, 81. Silver st, Lincoln 


st, Newcastle on Tyn 
By'om 


Groves, aeons Md, » Deiatol, Builder May 
2 atil45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Guoves, Estuzn Many, Chorlton upon ee, Men- 
chester May 20 at 320 Off Rec, Byrom st, 

Bape, Wasa Hones, , Doves, Solicitor May 29 at 12 

Canter 
Bayes, Joux, Runcorn, a. Painter June 6 at 10.45 
Heim, Bexerer ~~ he May 27 at 12 Off 
a 

Hee, 14, Chapel st, Preston . 

Sevens 
at 10 


Rec, 31, Silver st, Liacol 
Ree, 15, Os 


Mayl4 Ord Ma 
a —-% Gerona, Dome 


| Bett, Rovertr fous, Zs 


Bank chmbie, "Queen st, OF 


Jzrrreys, Moraay, Treharris, Com, Shoemaker May 27 


at3 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil } 8 


Oat.ey, Toomas, Romsey, Hants, Grocer May 27 at 3 
Off Rec, 172. High st, “bouthaupten 

Ossovrs, Ricnarp, Woot‘on, Liacs, Licensed Victualler 
May 2?at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


Ree, 38, Sat om. Swindon | May 14 
ring Brotal May 28 at 12,15 | 


pat, wow Wi — 4 ~~} Dealer May 
2at3 1 
Rosegrts, J C, ‘Thornton Ts Dallder May 28 at 11.80 


24, Bailway app, London Bridge 
Roagxs, eo Jouy, Ln May 23 at 2.80 Off 


Squire, sae Patuisen, and Cuaries Ross, Newcastle on 
e, Confectioners aed at 11,30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley 


ay May 27 at 1130 24, Railway app, 
preston, Liverpool, 
28 at8 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
nehester 


Manchester 
Watson, Wituiam, Neweastle on Tyne, Jeweller May 27 


Wriaut, Epwix, jun, Gt Grimsb May 29 at 11.39 
Cubans st, Gt Grim ie . re 


5 ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ausesy. Huon na ican te Urmston, Butcher Salford 
ret 


Pet May 16 ae y 16 
edegar, Draper Tredegar 


May 
111AM, Baddleworth, Yorks, ia June 13 | | Donarxs, Grcnen Ee or Glam, Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet | Davis, Annanax, 8 
Off Rec, Idham May 15 Ord Ma: Court Pet 


Dopsnox, Roper. Burdon, nr Darlington, 
tockton on Tees Pet May16 Ord May 16 


Fow er, yo Girlington, an, Brad- 
ford April 17 Ord May t 
Hawks, a ene, Yorks, Joiner Oldham 


Pet Api! 21 Ord May 

Ho.anps, oe ey Upper * aS Baker Croydon Pet 
ay 1 

Meakin, Tuomas, ll oy Contractor Chester 
field Pet April 12 Ord Ma 

Mnaste, Joun Layce.or, 7 _ Somerset, 


wilder Yeovil Pet May16 Ord Ma 

Raycer, Harry ppseee edhill, yb Sol Croydon 
Pet May 18 Ord May 

Roarrs, Freprerick pn iy Stoneycroft, Liverpool Liver 
pool Pet April24 Ord May 16 

Suita, Jonn Epwanp, Keighley, Yorks, Packing Case 


May 28 at 11 


pene, Sobaseniet June 


Carlisle 85, Dmg at, Liv op Wine ae r Maker Beadtest Pet 1 oom 29 = May 14 ‘ 
Goonies, Feeues Troxa «We G May 23 at 12 | 2 OnN Ag Ts \iditenion { May 26 ? Se verton, Liverpool, Provision Merchan' 


verpool Pet May 1% Ord May 16 
Warsow, Arruun South maak, Yorks, Baker Sunderland 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 


London Gaszette,—Faipay, May 23. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bassitr, Rionaep Arruvur, Gt Saeehy, Butcher Gt 
Grimsby Pet May 8 Cs Age : 
Beare, Freperick Hanway, Woodstock rd, Shepherd’s 


Provision Merchant 
May 23 at 2.80 Off Rec, 


Foup, Jauxs, Runcorn, Cheshire, Labourer June 6 at 10.50 at 12 Off Rec, 80, Mosley st, Newcastle on T Bush, Organ Builder Court Pet May 16 Ord 

Poa a bose, Felayee £4. “por, Wits, ‘eat Witmer, a Basoronp) f Swindon May 23.8: $710.80 Of May 16 i me oe oa Pot 
, * potg oct her Mery Mason May Rec, 28, en! indon , Leeds, Cab Propristor Leeis Fe 
at12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin et Witson, Hazry, Tuxford, Botte, Grocer May 30 at 12 Off Baer al Ord May 16 . “apt 


Brown, Freperick co. Thirsk, Yorks, Temperance 
Hotel Propristor Northallerton Pet May 20 Ord 


y 20 
Boanieion. Lewa, 8t John’s Wood High Court Pet 
19 sy 20 
Cray, CuaRies, Palace rd, Csouch End, Comment Olerk 
Court Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
Darren, Siuon, Be’hnal Green High Court Pet May 16 
Pet | D gy > rthen, Carpenter Carmarthen 
a = n, penter a 
Pet May 17" Ord May 17 


“7% 
17 Ord 

spitalfields, yeas Dealer High 

May 14 Ord May 14 


,» York, #ish Dealer Dews- 


a 


lcd diddy? 


i) 


Ue 
sieeat 


Ee 
iy 


fal Faybs 


ob viet 


“ 


ielet 


i; 


Sefetetel stats 


ae of - 


= 


Aud 










Per. 





1902, 


a 
ng’s ae 
8. Beli 

4,) 


0 send 


mes Ean 


' before Jung 
ir claims to 


on or bef; 
y 5, to 

tom 
, soloes 


red, on or 
oir debts or 


red, On or 
ir debts or 
tis, care of 
t, to send 


ert Do 
ridator 


DATION)— 
8, and the 
td Taylor 
Co, Hull, 
’ Chace 

Notice 


nom of 


Liver- 


rland 


erd’s 
Ord 
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Jhéor, Samet, A Exson, and F Z. E 
L, ARTHUR Ny ‘RANK James Exson, 
N Bhoe Manufacturers North- 


Po — pee aie Fiptons téay a Duiley Pet 


=e "ord May aed 
eg Shs Ree, Caled ot, Fowtne High Court 


Ms 
mie Variety Artist High Court 
Pet May 16 5 Ord May 16 
Gassztsox, Ricuanp Dexicuro 
Farmer York Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
borough, 
Pet May 16 


y 16 
Husass, Witu1am Joszrx, Caledo: rd, a 
Dealer High Court Pet May 16 ‘Ont fay te 
flsatzy, Toomas, jun, Arbour sq, Stepney, a 

High Court Pet May 17 Ord May 
sour, Cant THeopor AtBrRr, a A a § a 


Court Pet aprili2 Ord Ma: 
“ee Co, ode . y, Buildes High 
iy 

m, Machine fitter New- 


EEE 


Pet May1 Ord May 1 

Kuuty, THomas » Hatter Stockton on Tees 
Pet May 3 Ord May 16 

Pee parr, Commenced vf | High Oourt Pet May 15 


Newcastle upon Bedding Ma 
Newcastle on i Pet Pt May 17 Ord May 7 
Lawson, @11zaBETH oa wy Geanam, Brondesbury rd 

Kilburn High 


et April 22 ’ Ord May 14 
Iawis, Toomas Lianclly, House Furnisher 
Pet May 17 Ord May 7 
Mustuwox, AvotPx Lupwic Cambridge av, Kilburn, 
Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Mayié On 


16 
ue, Sauvet, Lower Edmonton, Builder Edmonton 
Pet April 25 Ord May 16 
Mizz. —— — and Wituie James MItues, 
Rastbourne, B Eastbourne Pet May 21 Ord 


woe i prace, Derby, Upholsterer Derby Pet May 17 
y 


Moonz, Isaac. Forest + ay Essex, Poulterer High Cour: 
Pet May 20 Ord May 
Mosxerr are J G B, Bia skteath High Court Pet April 18 


Patz, hy Pernt Harness Maker Norwich Pet 
May17 Ord Ma i 

PuvonD, JONATHAN unis” Rugby, Engineer Ooventry 
Poet May 16. Ord Ma 

= 4 Uxbudge rd High Oourt Pet April 

a 
me ey 1 aume Boot Maker Oxford Pet May 
Rrtsy, tahy York, Paker York Pet May 21 Ord 


May 21 
Buszx, Jonny Samvzt, Barrow in Furness, Watchmake- 
: ed ia ge Pet = oa Ord May 7. aia 
uspy, Toomas, Newport, ~% reengrocer Ne 

Mon Pet April2i Ord May 21 cks, 


Taoswe, Naruaw Sax Bu 
bury Pet May 21 Ord May 21 


Lavssy, JOHN, 


turer Ayles' 
Tacs, GrorcE y Be, Whidborne st, 's Cross, 
-_ Pork Butcher Croydon Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Trortaz, Henry, Horlingham rd, Fulham, Musician High 


Uourt Pet May 20 rd May 20 
ey =F Bere Regis, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet May 


y 20 

Wate »x, Joux Baayzrt, Blenheim rd, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet 14 Ord May 15 

Wurrm.y, Hzexay ‘on, Birming) 

ham Pet May 16 Urd May 16 

Waicut, Joun Rey ng RS Labourer Bury 8t 
Edm rd May 21 

Wrarr, Jousx g any Burton on Trent, Licensed 
Victualler Burton on Trent PetMay6 Ord May 16 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of May 16: 
Gaoves, Estuex Mary, Choriton u 7 Medlock, Manchester 
Manchester Pet April 29 Ord May 12 
FIRST MBETINGS, 
Atzxanvzn, —, Wostutcs, Builder June2at230 Bank- 
“tind bldg, Carey st 





B. Joun Licensed Victualler 4 
moraine Oat a See Rt 
as a¥, Shepherd’s Bush, Organ 
BALE, pee , Bare x 


‘Bankrapwy , Carey'st = 
Brnp-Davis, cetmeed y, ¥ 
mission’ Agent June 8 ‘at 12 





Corpwg.u, Caantes Mark, Oatford, Blaskemith Jun:2 
atil30 24. B ii 


apo. 
Corrritt, Mar Joun Onmernop CoTrritt Bolton, 
Machinists May 30 at 3 Off Bec, Byrom st, Man- 
on 7 Pee June 8at il Bankruptcy 
rmarthen, Carpenter May 381 at 11 


D. oe sian, Opie, Provsi Dealer Ji 2 
a’ RAH. o une 
"at Bankr bidgs. Carey et 

antrisant Iankesper May 30 at 3 


Vi 
oy bidge, Carey 
rer, Charing Cross rd, Licensed 
ictualler Jane 4 ‘at 2.30 Bao Carey st 
GtapweE.L, Ricuarp Hume, Ottley, May 
Restaurant 


Hunt, Wa.tTes ve 2 av, Msida 

Manager J June 4at 12 Carey st 
—— Wiutus Txomas, N ven, 

June 4 at 11 11, High st, Lowes 
Juve, M, Bond st, Hotel Manager June 4 atll Bank- 
Kine, WILLIAM Forest — Builder June 5 

Si iaskrany 6 

a May 30 at 11.80 


Kirsy, Joan Haser, 2 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 





PixFowp, yah ILLIAM. » Engineer June 6 


atll Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
AUL, THOMAS Bamvzt FRepEntox, Uxbridge rd 

June 6 at 11 Carey st 

-— yy rig Auctioneer June 2 at 
12. Rec, wa) Bridge 

Surru, Hanowp, 0 ‘s Assistant May 
tat 4 County Court, bidge 

Surrx, Jonx, Burnley May 80 at 12 Exchange Hotel, 


Sroceron, |WiLLiam, Belper, Desby, Grocer Mi at 8) 
Off Bee, a7, Fall et, Derby, nano “< _ 
me Enaxrst pst 


upen Teall, Grows Gr May 30 at 11 = Cures Kington 


TH Joux, Caludon House, nr Coven Poultry 
ee ee eS nod ma tr meen ae 


Coventry 
Tovstz, Gewry, General Shopkeeper 
Juce4atit.is 17, Hh oe Lams 
Tews x icater 80 at 12.30 Off Reo, 
i: 
Faepexicx oe Halif: Engineer 
w May 90 at 8 On Ine { chmbrs, 
ALTERS, ‘WILLIAM, debie, Carmarthen, Contrac‘or 
81 at 12 ‘on £0) ae, . 
Greengrocer June 
Londoa Bridge 


et tee es ee 
the London Gazette of May 16: 


Burerss, Henry Wiuias, Oxford, Tobacconist 


Basair “aaa Sosa ha Arent Butcher Gt 
Bawoza, Faasct ‘Farmer Truro 

at "a 'May 2 Ont 
map 4 aaabeped 


centerline Beer teen 


Davizs, Danren Carpenter Carmarthen Pet 
- 7 Oid wv 


D. ApRAHAM, Provision 
“Dealer High’ Court’ beg Sy Py Ord May 1¢ 

Exsox, Brson, and Faanx J, Exson, 

vena Shoe Manufacturers Morte: 


Pe 
ey kr 
assum, Cuagzs, Variety Artist High Court 


May 16 
Gzosce Water, Charing Cross 7 ae 
Bigh Court Pet Aprilii Ord 
GisERTson, = le Yorks, 


2 farmer Yorn Pet May 21 =... 
Pet May 16 ‘Ord May 16 


Joun, Iron Plate Worker 
Hazes, Havery, 4 Sine faerts, Carpenter 
~— oa ber S| Gray’s ina inn, 

'» 8 8 
preg ei ad 
a Maker High ait Pet May 17 May 37 
7 ev, . 
ee na 
JENKINS, Fitter 
Newport, Mon 21 a 
Jeet May 10 Ord May 2 ene 
Jones, Jour Cardigan, Draper 





Lawson, CHARLES 





May 23 at 12 1, St Aldate’s, 


Ap i9 Ord May 21 
av, Architect High 
Pet March 18 Ord May 20 


Museen, Fy ay o olka aw Draper Pembroke 
we =, is as Leow, Cambri or ay, ye ~ | 


May 16 





PAR. scones Upholsterer Derby Pet May 17 


Ord May 17 
Moors, Isaac, Forest Gats, Poulterer High Comt Pet 


20 Ord May 20 
Harness Maker Norwich Pe’ 
ts Tobacconist 
imeer Coventry 
U: rd 
Bri becmae Uattent mes 
as, Bee See te, Sects, Baber 


Ord May 10 
Bose Malar” Oxford Pet 


May Ord lay 
7 York PetMay@i Oni 
Bisme, Cartes Compros, Stradbroke Eye, Suffolk 
~ Ipswich Pes April 12 Gea 17 
‘ deter Fot i Ord Ww =i 
ie ey n Pet March 4 Ord 


THompsox, Uigpeeee, Geena Manchester Pet May15 


a Nos Rasa, Gorden, Reuay tt Ont ara 


Pet May 
Tova, —. &, 
Sa at 


re 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, “LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILI, LONDON, B.C. 





Subscribed Oapital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. 
wi | 


W. MURRAY GUT "Esq., M.P. 
Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT. 


DIRECTORS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq., Chairman. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
Sub-Manager: PHILIP HAROLD WADE. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 

AUGUSTUS 

WILLIAM JAMES ) Bag. 
CHARLES 


Secretary : 
Audttors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PLIXLBY, Req, (Messin, Jackson, Pixley, Browning, &°Ce.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans 
received on Deposit, at Call and Short 
eriods upon Terms to be 8 


—_ 


Agreed 
to the 


ted upon Negotiable 
pond att the — 


urities. 
ket Rates; and for 


Communications upon this subject to be 
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Wee Wim, Newcastle on Tyne, Jeweller New- 
castleon Tyne PetMay 14 Ord May 15 
Weaver, Joun Henny, Streatham, Gretngrocer Wands- 
Pet Aprili4 Ord May 17 
re Regis, Dorset, Baker Poole Pet 
Ord May 20 
Witumctox. Hesry Epwarp, Gloucester -. Hyde 
Park High Court Pet March6 Ord May 12 
Wericnrt, Joun Prentice, Ipswich, Labourer Bury &t 
Edmunds Pet May 21 rd May 21 


Leicoster 


London Gasette.—Turspay, May 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Anprrson, Jonx Witsoy, Bingley, Painter Bradford 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Avis. Anruur, Ipewich, Builder Ipswich Pet May 22 
Ord May 22 
Baxer, Epwarp, Maidenbead, Athletic Outfitter Windsor 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Batten, James, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Greengrocsr Tredegar 
Pet May 28 Ord May 2? 
Binwoze Jonn Witisam, Truro, Plumber Tiuro Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 
Broapgiss. Famust James, wena, Baker Newport, 
Mon Pet April 24 Ord May 24 
BurrerFigtp, Grorce Witt1AM, Dunston, Lincs, Shoe- 
er Lincoln Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Cuiexett, Wiitiam Henry, Phenix st, Somers Town. 
—- Traveller High Couit Pet May 22 Ord 
ay 22 
Cooper, (= Epw son Mansfield, Nctts Nottingham 
Pet May 22 Ord May 
Cramp, Grorcr Harry, Shepshod, Leic sate, Boot Retailer 
Leicester Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Atrzep Jonx, North Evington, 
ster Pet Mav 22 Ord May 22 
Davey. Joun, Sheffi 14, Fish Dealer Sheffie'd Pet May 23 
Ord May 23 
De Buren, ArtHuR Fowarp CHapman, York York Pet 
Mayi2 Ord May 23 
Grassy, CHARLES *: warp Leeds, Farm Labourer Leeds 
Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Haycocx, H C, Deby, Tobacconist Daby Pet May 9 
Ord May 23 
Hanraisoy, sua, Bricklayer Barnsley 
Pet May 22 Ora May 
Hemixrcway Epyezst. Chapel Allerton, ei Commission 
agent Leeds Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
aa a ven cente — = Rage Lampesr, 
ston upon Hu im erchants Kingston upon 
Bul Pet Msy 22 Ord May 22 


Jackson. Witt1am Lewis, Devonport, Baker. Plymouth 
Pet May 23 O:d May 23 

Kuryen. Isaac, Mare st, Hackney High Court Pet May 1 
Ord May 28 

Owry, Rosert Hvas, -  erpmmeaeied Baker Portmadoc 
Pet May 24 Ord May 


— Water MaRretTT w isbech Saint Peter, Isle of Ely, | 


airdreseee Kicg’s Lynn Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Pickers, Thomas, orga ey, Yorks, Saddler Bradford Pet 
May 22 Ord May 
Bansrorp, Samvet. ef | Somerset Bristol Pet May 
22 Ord May 22 
Aveustus, a Glos, 


Ratusoyxe, Faancis 


Plumber Bristol Pet May 22 Ord 


y 22 
Snort, a ey, Labourer Dudley” Pet May 22 | 


1d May 
Sparrow, ee, City rd, Hatter HighCourt Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 
Worttey, Jouy, Frattenham, Norfolk, Farmer 
Pet May 14 Ord May 24 
Wricnr. 
24 Ord May 24 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buiaxey, Tuomas, Leeds, Coach Proprietor June 8 at 11 


Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 


Browy, Ricuakp, sen, Norwell, Notts, Wheelwright June 5 


atl2 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park + Notting’ 
Busieign Leyva, Circus rd, 8t Jcho’s Wout June 6 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cuicnett, WiiiiAm Henry, Phoenix a! Somers Town, 
Ce ag om cial er June 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy | 
g8, 8 
CLaRKE. be Tuomas, Hereford, Fruiterer June 9 
at10 2, Off; Hereford 


bee | ae. “Grouch End, Commercial Olerk June 9 | 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Cons, Wuuiam, Cuddington, Cheshire, Livery Stable 
Keeper June4at4 Roy al Hotel, Crewe 

Cu.pin, ALFRED Joun, North’ Evir gton, eee June 8 
at3 Off Res. 1, Berridge st, 

De Buacn, Cuaraax Artaur Epwarp, York June 9 at-1 | 
0: the Red House, York 

Dopsnon, Rosert, Burdon, ar as rode Durham 
B'ack: June 11 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Mid “Jesbrouch 


Norwich | 
ILLIAM, Barnsley, Draper Barnsley Pet May | 


DrinxwatTer, Roszrt W11114M, Barrow in Furness, Bcot- 
maker June4atil Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow 
in Furness 

Emery, James OnArtes, New Southgate, Builder June 5 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

GitzerTson, Ricnarp DeicHTon, . Wiggington, Yorks, 
Farmer June 5at 215 Off Rec, The Red House, York 

Grimes, Avice, Erdington, Werwick June 4 at 11 174, 
Corporation st, Birmingham 

—_ Hermann Emit. Liverpool, Hot» Proprietor Juns 4 
at 2.30 yO Ree, 35, Victoria ‘st, Liverpool 

Hatuam, Henry, Langhoeah, Fish Hawker June 8 a’ 
1280 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hasrris, THomas Dewey, 8t Alban, Hereford, Carpenter 
June 5 at3 Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Harrison WIiiiam, Wrangie, Lines, Carrier June 4 at 
at 12,15 Off Ree, 4nd 6, West st, Boston 

Harriss, WritiaM Joszra, Caledonian rd, King’s Croas, 
Greepgrocer Juve il at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Heavey, Txomas, jun, A:bour sq, Stepney, Pisture Frame 
Maker June il at il Benkruptcy bldg, Carey st 

Beout, Cant ToHeopor 4xipeet, Fintbury pymt, Merchant 
June 12at230 Barkruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Hucues Davin, Ab>-rdare, Fruiterer June 4 at 2 135 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Incram, Fpwunp, Bath, Ceachbuilder June 4at11,30 Off 
Ree, 26, Baldwin s‘, Bristol 

IRELAND ,: Co, White Horee st, Stepney, Builders June 
10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ivery, Henry James, Dor! Seedsmin June 4 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Jongs, Puxittie Fopp, Williamstown. nr Penygraig. 
G = Grocer June 5 at 12 185, High st, Merthyr 
T: 

Kiy a, SamveL, Commercial rd, Boot Maaufacturer 
June 10 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Lavery, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Linoleum Merchant 
June 4atil.20 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastie upon 
Tyne 

Macvuire, THomas, Haverfordwest, Draper June 18 at 
1215 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Martinson, Apotr Lupwie, Kilburn, Commercial 
Traveller Junellat230 Bankruptcy bldgs Carey st 

Mayes, Samue.t, Lower Edmonton, Builder June 5 at 12 
Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbre, Temple av 

Mituirp, Joux Lancerot, Fast Lambrook, Somerset, 
Ider June 8 at 12.46 Off Rec, Endless st, Salis- 

ary 

Moncrizrr, Joun Georcr, Patnmey June 3 at 113) 24, 
Railway app, London B:idge 

Moorsz, Isaac, Forest Gate, Poulterer June 9 at ll 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Musxett, J G F, Bl ackheath June 9 at 12 Banbruptcy 
pldgs, Carey st 

| Newtoy, Ronert, Barrow in Furness, Merchant Tailor 

Jane 4 at 12 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 

Fuiness 

Picxies, THomas, Keighley, Yorks, Saddler June 4 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradf ord 

Powe tt, THomas, Liandefaelog, Tregraig, Brecon, Farmer 
June 3 at12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Rarnsow, Frank, Oxford, Bootmaker June 3at12 1, s* 
Aldgate’s, Oxford 

| Ransrorp. Samuzt, Clevedon, Somerzet June 4at12 Off 

Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Ratspone, Francis <Aveustus, Mangotsfield. Glos, 
—— June 4 af 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

to! 

Rexzs, Cuartzs Levi, Mountain Ash, Insurance Agent 

| June Sat2 135, High st, Mertbyr Tydfil 

| aie Herxsert, Forrgate, York, Baker June 5 at 1 

| ff Rec, The Red House, "York 

| Ru an. ‘oF Sauve., Barrow in Furness, Jeweller June 
4 at 11,30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Farness 

Sanpenrs, Emma Janz, Aston, Sasinghen. Grocer June 
4at12 174, Corporation st, Birmiogham 

| Srewarp, Gzorce J. Birkenhesd, Provision Broker June 

| 4at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Trotirer, Hewxry, Fulham Musician June 6 at lil 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

| Watxer, Cuartts HeEyry, Liverpool, Chemist Juns 4 at 
19,30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| Waixen, Jouy, Broughton i in Farness, Ionkeeper June 4 

at 10,30 Off Rec 16, ret st, Barrow in 

Waker, Joun Henry, Chingford, Ess:x June 6 at 11 

Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

| Was Antuur, S.uth Bank, Yorks, Baker June 5 
at 3 Off Ree, ¥5, Joho st, Sunderland 

wae, JAMES, Regis, Dorset, Baker 

2.30 Off Rec, Endless st, Menchester 

Wy ba Joux Wi1iam, Burton on Trent, Licenced 

Victualler June 3 at 3,30 Midland Hote), Station st, 





Jane 8 at 

















HILL’S 


EXTRA GOLD FLAKE 


CIGARETTES. 


NO PICTURES, but Best Quality Tobacco. EXCEPTIONAL VALUE. 


Borto1 on Trent 
3 ‘ 
‘OR 











TENTH enema Las * ISED AND Comsscrsn, Sill 
Price 18s. 


THE INSTITUTES OF JUSTINIAR 


With English Introduction, Translation, and Notes. 


By the late THOMAS COLLETT SANDARS, M 
Barrister-at-Law. 


Lonpon : LONGMANS, GREEN, & CO. 


CARRIAGE ACCIDENTS, 
HORSE INSURANCE, 
DRIVERS’ ACCIDENTS, 
PERSONAL ACCIDENTS, 
BURGLARY, PLATE GLASS, 


FARMERS’ LIABILITY, 
IMPERIAL ACCIDENT, LIVE STOCK & GENERAL. 


ISSURANCE COMPANY, LIMATED. 
EsTasiisHEp 1878. 


Head Offices: 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W. 
Woreos sat Se Cattle Insured against Death from Accident 


Mares Insured for Foaling and Loss of Feals. 7 
Canrtagee sneered against Damage by Collision, Homes 


falling, Bolting or 
Employers Insured against Drivers’ Accidents to | 
Persons and Property. 
Parmers’ Liability for Accidents to Labourers In- 
“CLAIMS PAID exceed oi ag 


AGENTS REQUIRED.” ae TSOEX, Manager. 


INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, 
WANSTEAD. 


Patron—His Masesty tae Kiva. 
Bankers—Messrs, Wiiu1ams, Deacon, & Co. 

This Institution—founded in 1827—requires £18,000 per 
annum to maintain the 600 children—orphans of persons 
—e a a fair position—which it benefits aed by year. 

ual Subscriptions from Half-a-Gu or Life Sub- 
riptions fr from Five Guineas, entitle the donors to vote at 
ections. 
uests of £100 sae upwards entitle the Executors to 
otes. ARDING GREEN, Secretary. 
ffices : 63, Ludgate-! sill, E.C. 
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ESTABLISHED 18651. 
BIRKBECK BANK, 
th ton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
" OURRENT ACCOUNTS. 
on the minimum monthly balances, ie) 
>* co. when not drawn below £100. 0 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
oO} | on Deposits, repayable on demand. or 
2 lo 2 jo 
STOCKS AND SHARES. 
Stocks and Shares and sold for customers. 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACKE, with full particulars, 
post-free. FRANCIS R¢.VENSCROFT, Manager, 
Telephone No. 6 HouBorn. 
Telegraphic Address: ** Birxeecg, Lonpox.” 
FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
LimiTED. 
PRINTERS, 

LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 
ParuiawEnTaRy Bitis, Minutes or Evipsynoz, Booxs oF 
Reregence, STATEMENTS OF Ciamm, Answers, &0., &0. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, B.C. 








